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ADVERTISEMENT. 


DR.  RIC HjiRDSOJSt  began  his  enquiry  in  Sept.  1767.  He 
continued  it  Jeveral  months  under  the  belief  of  fome  reports  which 
prevailed,  that  the  parties  were  preparing  to  apply  for  a  rev f on  of 
the  procefs  in  the  original  Court.  In  Summer  1768,  having previoufly 
infer  ted  his  remarks  on  the  Jpeeches  attributed  by  Mr.  Anderfon  to  the 
Lords  of  Sejfion,  he  left  a  copy  of  his  papers  with  his  friends  in 
England.  Tihey  have  been  printed  without  any  intention  to  oppofe  or 
evade  the  orders  of  the  Houfe  of  Lords  •,  but  under  a  due  and  entire 
confidence  in  the  jufiice  of  that  fupreme  Court:  a  Court  unexceptionably 
fuperior  to  every  court  of  jufiice  in  Europe  in  the  unbtemijhed  integrity 
of  its  Decrees,  fhefe  Papers  are  now  offered  to  the  Publick  i  and  it 
is  believed  they  contain  a  full  and  impartial  account  of  the  merits  of 
this  important  Caufe. 

T^he  Caufe  came  by  way  of  Appeal  before  the  Houfe  of  Lords  at 
Wefiminfier,  'and  after  ten  days fpent  in  hearing  it,  their  Lordjhips  on 
the  ^^th  of  February  1-769  reverjed  the  Decree  of  the  Lords  ofSefiion 
in  Scotland,  thereby  confirming  to  Mr.  Douglas  his  Filiation  and  his 
Fortune. 


March  2,  17^^. 
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A  LIST  of  the  Books,  from  whence  this  State^  &c. 

is  taken. 

I.  Proof  in  the  conjoined  ProcefTes,  George- James  Duke  of 
Hamilton,  Lord  Douglas  Hamilton,  and  their  T utors.  Sir  Hew 
Dalrymple,  of  North-Berwick,  Bart.  Purfuers  i  againfl  Archi¬ 
bald  Douglas,  of  Douglas,  Efq. 

II.  Proof  for  Archibald  Douglas,  of  Douglas,  Efq.  Defender: 
to  which  is  prefixed,  his  Service,  as  Heir  to  the  Duke  of  Douglas. 

III.  Memorial  upon  thefe  Proofs,  given  in  to  the  court  of 
Seflion  in  Scotland,  on  the  part  of  the  duke  of  Hamilton  and  others. 

IV.  Speeches  of  the  Lords  of  Seflion  in  the  Douglas  Caufe. 
Printed  for  Mr.  Almon,  in  Piccadilly. 

V.  Speeches  of  the  Lords  of  Seflion  upon  the  Douglas  Caufe. 
Publifhed  by  Mr.  Anderfon,  writer  at  Edinburgh. 
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THE  reader  will  readily  obferve  that  the  following  arguments  are 
drawn  from  the  original  depofitions,  and  not  from  the  tranflations,  which 
were  added  in  hafte  to  this  work  during  the  abfence  of  the  author,  who 
now  humbly  defires  him  to  corred:  the  following  errors  of  the  prefs  : 


Page  Line 


3 

19 

for  none,  read  no  one. 

6 

2 

for  his  brother,  read  Sholto. 

^5 

4 

for  nuas  no^  done,  read  nxcu  done. 

— 

5 

for  further,  read  farther. 

16 

2 

for  nvillfer've,  read  nuhich  will ferve. 
dele  the  parenthefis. 

18 

35 

25 

32 

for  Dumejnil,  read  Dumont. 

27 

19 

for  will  they,  read  they  will. 

29 

26 

for  to  belieoje,  read  belie^ve. 

31 

21 

after  the  word  July,  add  and  as  Jhe  thinks  on 
the  10th  or  \sth  of  the  month. 

35 

5 

for  their,  read  the. 

44 

1 1 

for  Charlan.  The  oaths,  read  Charlan,  to 
the  oaths. 

48 

19 

for  tsiemoir,  read  memoire. 

49 

21 

for  ccjnplain,  read  complained. 

26 

for  defender  of  &c.  read  defender,  of  &c. 

54 

10 

for  de  police ;  ^  qu'  elle,  read  de  police,  de- 
puis  quelle. 

— > 

2  I 

for  has,  read  had. 

57 

J7 

for  taken,  read  were  taken. 
for  are  the  right,  read  in  the fght. 

— 

18 

59 

r 

for  ce  li-vre"  on  the  %th  of  Jd on) ember  1762; 
it  underwefit,'  & c.  read  ce  It-vre  on  the 
%th  oj  No'ijember  it  underwent,  &c. 

69 

21 

for  what  the  remife  now  is,  read  what  is 
now  a  remife. 

MM 

33 

for  at  any  one  time ;  and  generally,  read  at 
any  onetime  :  ^  there  were  generally. 

73 

*7 

for  the  Godefrois  hanje  faid,  read  Mr.  Gode- 
froi  has  here  faid. 

77 

35 

for  Sedan,  read  Torcy, 

80 

21 

for  premiere,  read  principal. 

85 

22 

after  the  word  birth,  add  this  is  a  ground  of 
prefumption  in  his  fanjour  :  if  the  accounts 
njary,  &fr. 

for  Jhow,  read  /hew. 

88 

16 

— 

29 

for  letts,  read  lets. 

9* 

IQ 

for  further,  read  farther. 

— 

ult. 

for  he  is  called,  read  he  calls  it. 

96 

13 

for  L'epron,  read  eperon. 

99 

3' 

for  notion,  read  motinse. 

antepenult,  for  the  next  ^.vitnefs  for  the  defender  is, 
read,  The  next  is  a  ’^■xitnefs for  the  defender-. 

J0I 

13 

for  conceal  the  ex  fence,  read  conceal  the 
knowledge  of  the  exifence. 

31 

for  Swifs  or  Gemnjefe,  read  Swifsor  Gene^ 
njois. 

— 

3^ 

for  journeymen,  read  journeyman. 

Page 

Line 

lOI 

36 

for  left  fauxbourg,  read  left  the  fauxbourg. 

126 

5 

for  narration,  read  narrative. 

129  poi\M\t.  for  to  embark,  read/a/j. 

^8 

8 

for youngef,  rt^di  younger. 

139 

16 

for  Marriend  all,  read  Marriendall. 

143 

8 

for  di  cit  dej'us,  read  dit  ci  dejfus. 

149 

1 1 

for  faid  a  week,  read  faid  only  a  week. 

— 

ult. 

for  gros  ventre,  read  un  gros  ventre. 

16S 

17 

dele  the  words'///  MiV  time. 

187 

7 

for  attacks,  read  attack. 

190 

10 

for  funt,  read  fnt. 

205 

23 

for  being  snarried,  read  her  marriage. 

— 

27 

for  Mad.  Sautresc,  read  Madetnoif  Santrez. 

212 

■  I 

for  forgets,  read  forget. 

13 

for  one  nurfe,  read  one  nurfe  mo>-e. 

3 

dele  the  words,  It  is  time  now  to  refutne 
our  hifory. 

225 

14 

for  reafon,  read  fake. 

226 

19 

for  their,  read  this. 

227 

5 

.for  f)id,  read  fond. 

232 

18 

for  undoubted,  read  public. 

— 

33 

for  Her  place  was  about  the  perfon  of  lady 

Jane  a7td  the  children,  and  in  luhat  re¬ 
lates  to  the  care  of  their  health  and  other 
little  concerns.  She  did  her  duty,  &c.  read 
Her  place  nvas  about  the  perfons  of  lady 
Jane  and  the  children :  ''and  in  ‘vjhat  relates 
to  the  care  of  their  health  and  other  little 
concerns,  Jhe  did  her  duty, 

257  27  for  accounts,  read  account. 

270  21  for  meals,  meats. 

271  34  for  volumes,  Ytz.A  columns. 

293  penult,  fovdenjcir,  de  njoirfaire. 

298  18  for  points,  reports. 

308  37  for  a  detail  of  French  msitnejj'es,  read  de¬ 

tail  of  names  of  French  woitnejfes. 


309 

m 

/ 

for  leaf,  read  laf. 

314 

20 

for  had,  read  has. 

— 

24 

for  here,  read  hence. 

329 

18 

for  Chrifmas  week,  read  CImfmas, 

336 

28 

for  had  /hewed,  read  /hewed. 

343 

22 

for  more,  read  snere. 

347 

37 

for  incredibility,  read  incredidity. 

359 

ult. 

for  them,  read  it. 

360 

24 

forpoffeji,  rts.A  pof 'e/fed. 

3<59 

15 

for  vjrote  her,  read  wrote  to  her. 

370 

7 

for  The  fails,  read  Thefe  faBs. 

21 

for  to  whom  they  were  told,  read  with  whom 
they  were  held. 

X748,  to  the  ^th  of  Nov.  i74-9>  nvithin  Kvo  days  of  fixteen 


a  I  read  sholto  nvas  at  nurfe  from  the  i\tk  of  July 
calendar  months. 


I  N  T  R  O  D  U  C  T  I  O  N. 


A  STATE  of  the  evidence  (lands  but  little  in  need  of  an 
introdudlion.  “  Simplex  eft  veritas  5c  prsevalebit.”— 
Fa6ls,  when  they  are  fairly  told,  will  fpeak  for  them- 
felves.  The  reader  has  however  a  right  to  know,  by  what  means 
the  writer  of  thefe  papers  arrived  at  that  full  convicftion,  which 
he  has  ventured  to  exprefs  in  the  following  (heets ;  and  alfo, 
upon  what  principle  he  has  been  induced  to  exhibit  his  materials 
in  a  method  fo  very  different  from  what  has  been  hitherto  fol¬ 
lowed  by  thofe  who  have  written  on  the  fame  fubjedl. 

I  ft.  When  he  firll  fat  down  to  confider  this  great  caufe,  he 
imagined  he  (hould  have  no  other  bufinefs  than  to  follow  the  pur- 
fuers  agents  through  that  train  of  important  difcoveries,  which 
they  were.faid  to  have  made  with  unprecedented  induftry  and 
fuccefs.  He  had  read, the  Monitoire;  he  refpedled  the  authority 
of  the  parliament  of  Paris  ?:  *  he  believed  the  Monitoire,  and  pitied 
Mr.  Douglas.  With  thefe’fentiments  he  began  to  read  the  depo- 
(itions,  and  foon  found  that  a  hafty  opinion  in  this  caufe  could 
hardly  be  a  Juft  one.  Prompted  at  firft  by  curiofity,  and  encou¬ 
raged  b)^  the  requeft  of  a  friend  of  jhe  firft  rank  in  literature,  in 
philofophy,  and  in  the  knowledge  of  mankind,  and  foon  ani¬ 
mated  by  a  defire  to  throw  in  his  mite  to  the  fupport  of  truth,  he 
drew  out  his  remarks  to  the  length  and  form  which  the  reader 
now  fees. 

In  compofing  thefe  remarks  he  ftridlly  adhered  to  the  following 
method  :  He  read  over  all  the  depofitions  and  papers  delivered  in 
as  evidence,  and  carefully  marked  every  the  minuted  circumftance, 
by  which  either  the  (late  of  the  cafe,  or  the  credit  of  the  witnefs, 
could  be  affeded. — From  thefe  obfervations  he  formed  his  firft 
judgment;  but  diffident  of  himfelf,  he  thought  it  juft  to  examine 
what  had  been  faid  in  fupport  of  the  opinion  he  had  rejeded: 
and  from  hence  have  arifen  thofe  frequent  remarks,  which  are  in- 
terfperfed  through  thefe  pages,  on  the  purfuers  memorial. 

Upon  the  fame  principle  he  eagerly  applied  to  a  little  book 
printed  for  Almon,  and  faid,  but  upon  what  authority  is  not 
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known,  to  contain  the  fpeeches  of  the  lords  of  feffion.  The' 
book  had  run  to  a  fecond  edition  before  He  heard  of  it ;  and  it 
does  not  appear,  that  any  of  their  lordfhips  have  been  offended  at 
the  publication  ;  'though  from  the  many  great  inaccuracies  in  that 
part  of  it  which  has  been  confulted  for  thefe  papers,  there  is  great 
room  to  hqpe  they  are  Grangers  to  its  contents.  The  writer  of 
thefe  papers  has  treated  this  book  with  the  freedom  it  merits  5  but 
is  very  far  from  imputing  the  errors  he  has  found  in  it  to  the  re- 
fpedtable  perfons,  whofe  names  are  wantonly  prefixed  to  the  fe- 
veral- fpeeches. 

Seven  months  after  Almon’s  book  had  been  circulated  without 
offence,  another  copy  of  the  fpeeches  appeared,  ‘  faid  to  be  accu¬ 
rately  taken  down,  and  publifhed  by  William  Anderfon,  writer, 
in  Edinburgh.  The  account  which  Mr.  Anderfon  gives  of  his 
performance  is  in  thefe  words :  “  He  made  himfelf  fully  ac- 
“  quainted  with  the  caufe,  and  while  the  judges  were  delivering 
“  their  opinions,  he  took  down  the  greatefh  part  of  what  each  of 
“  them  faid.  Thefe  notes  he  daily  corredled,  and  enlarged,  by 
“  memory  :  not  fatisfied  with  this,  he  got  the  feveral  opinions  re- 
“  vifed  by  thofe,  who  were  bed;  qualified  to  corre<ft  any  errors,  or 

to  fupply  any  omiffions.  So  that  the  prefent  publication  may  be 
“  depended  upon  as  exadt  and  genuine.”  All  that  Mr.  Anderfon 
is  here  pleafed  to  fay,  leads  us  to  think  his  publication  is  neither  , 
exadt  nor  genuine.  How  could  his  memory  enable  him  to  cor- 
redl  and  enlarge  his  notes  with  fadls  he  had  never  taken  down, 
and  probably  never  heard  ?  And  who  were  thefe  perfons  who 
were  qualified,  after  the  long  vacation,  to  corredt  the  errors  and. 
fupply  the  omiffions  of  a  copy  taken  down  in  court  ?  Mr.  An- 
derfon’s  book  is  indeed  a  colledtion  of  fpeeches  totally  different,, 
both  in  argument  and  flile,  from  that  printed  by  Almon.  The 
ftile  is  more  diffufe,  the  fentiments  more  ambiguous,  and,  in 
fome  of  the  fpeeches,  the  very  date  of  the  queftion  is  totally 
changed.  The  writer  of  thefe  papers  has  made  the  fame  ufe  of 
this  book  as  of  the  former.  At  the  fame  time,  as  the  chief  bufi- 
nefs  of  thefe  papers  is  to  examine  the  real  merits  of  this  important 
caufe,  and  not  to  divert  the  attention  by  imneceffary  criticifms,. 
the  reader  is  defired  to  confider  what  he  fees  as  a  mere  fpecimen? 
of  the  numerous  miftakes  in  fadb,  and  folecifms  in  reafoning,  witb 
which  both  the  firfl  and  fecond  of  thefe  books  mod  plentifully 
abound.  Both  books  are  at  prefent  differed  to  circulate  without 
contradidtion  neither  of  them  are  acknowledged  by  the  lords  of 
fedion  ;  neither  of  them  are  difavowed  y  and  though  they  cannot 
both  contain  the  fpeeches  of  the.dords  whofe  names  they  bear,  yet 
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they  both  help  us  to  fee  the  arts,  by  which  the  public  is  abufed  on 

this  important  fubjed.  •  i  •  i  •  i 

From  theie  materials  the  work  has  been  formed,  which  is  heie 

prefented  to  the  candid  reader.  The  defender’s  memorial  has  only 
been  ufed  for  dates ;  and  the  fpeeches,  which  are  attributed  to 
thole  lords  who  Ipoke  for  IVIr.  Douglas,  have  never  been  confulted. 

It  is  hoped,  that  thofe  truly  great  and  illuftrious  perfons  will 
excufe  this  omiflion,  when  they  refled  upon  what  points  the 
writer  of  thefe  papers  has  employed  his  time,  and  that  the  fingle 
merit  he  can  boaft,  is  owing  to  one  circumftance ;  that  he  has  aded 
independently  both  of  affedion  and  authority  throughout  this 

enquiry.  .  ,  .  /-  i  i 

2d.  A  queftion  of  law  has  been  ftarted  in  this  caufe,  which 

may  be  determined  in  few  words.— In  England,  a  child  would  be 
put  in  poffeflion  of  his  eftate,  as  habite  and  repute.— In  Scotland 
there  remains  a  fmall  reft  of  the  ancient  feudal  tenures,  which  re¬ 
quires  the  Jervice  of  a  jury.  Mr.  Douglas  was  ferved  heir  to  his 
uncle :  the  purfuers  pray,  that  the  fervice  Ihould  be  reduced.  If 
they  do  not  fhew  caufe  why  it  Ihould  be  reduced,  none  will 
ihew  it  for  them,  and  the  perfon  ferved  will  maintain  his  poflef- 
fion.— On  the  other  hand,  as  the  court  of  feflion  is  not  a  court  of 
appeal,  but  a  court  of  review,  the  defender  has  a  right  in  equity 
to  fupport  the  fervice  by  frefh  evidence,  if  he  thinks  fit. 

Both  the  purfuers  and  Mr.  Douglas  have  feverally  colleded  a 
very  large  code  of  pofitive  and  circumftantial  evidence.  The  na¬ 
tural  divifion  of  this  evidence  is  into  the  purfuers  proof de¬ 
fenders  proof — The  learned  advocates  in  the  caufe  can  form  no 
other  divifion  3  for  what  can  any  of  them  exhibit,  but  what  he 
believes  is  a  proof  of  fome  circumftances  advantageous  to  his  , 
client  If  this  caufe  depended  upon  a  lingle  queftion  of  fa<ft,  and 
if  there  were  but  one  mode  of  proof,  this  divifion  would  be  as  ac¬ 
curate  in  fcience  as  it  is  expedient  at  the  bar  :  but  fince  many  in¬ 
dependent  facfts  are  here  brought  into  proof,  and  fince  there  is  an 
attempt  to  eftablifh  thefe  fadts  by  two  feveral  kinds  of  evidence, 
pofitive  and  prefumptive,  this  fimple  divifion  is  by  no  means  the 
moft  commodious  for  the  reader.  It  has  occafioned,  that  in  the 
memorials  many  fadts  are  examined  twice  :  and  it  has  occafioned 
too,  that  the  pofitive  proof  has  been  almoft  loft  amidft  that  cloud 
of  prefumptive  reafoning,  which  the  advocates  have  introduced; 
till  at  laft  a  rule  has  been  laid  down,  to  take  the  evidence,  without 
enquiring  into  the  bare  poflibility  of  the  thing  being  otherwife ; 
that  is,  to  exclude  what  is  properly  the  purfuers  proof,  and  to 
determine  without  confidering  whether  they  have  proved  any 
thing  or  nothing. 
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In  order  to  avoid  the  abufe  of  fetting  prefumptive  argument  an4 
pofitive  proof  on  the  fame  level,  the  writer  of  thefe  papers  has 
formed  his  divihon  entirely  on  the  pofitive  proof.  He  has  ex¬ 
amined  feverally,  on  what  authority  we  arc  required  by  the  de>^ 
fender  to  believe,  that  lady  Jane  Douglas  was  pregnant,  was  de¬ 
livered  of  twins,  and  recovered  :  and  on  the  other  hand,  on  what 
evidence  the  purfuers  would  perfuade  us,  that  Mr.  Douglas  and 
his  brother  Sholto  are  the  children  of  other  women,  and  that  lady 
Jane  was  feen  in  good  health  on  the  loth  of  July  1748  ;  fadts 
which  exclude  the  pofTibility  of  the  birth.  It  was  ealy  to  fub- 
join  to  the  feveral  parts  of  this  ftate  of  the  evidence  fuch  pre¬ 
fumptive  arguments,  as  have  been  formed  by  either  party ;  and 
this  has  been  done.  . 

So  far  this  diviliori  is  liable  to.  no  obje6tion  :  but  it  happens, 
that,  in  the  long  enquiry. into  the  condudl  of  the  family,  fome 
facets  are  brought  iiito  proof  by  one  party,  and  fome  by  the  other. 
It  was  clearly  the  bufinefs  of  the  defender  to  exhibit  an  account 
of  lady  Jane  Douglas  during  the  months  of  her  pregnancy,  and 
recovery ;  and  yet,  even  in  this  period,  we  find  many  fadts  which 
are  introduced  by  the  purfuers  :  what  mufi:  be  done  here  ?  Muft 
we  relate  the  hiftory  of  a  morning  under  one  proof,  and  the 
hifiory  of  the  afternoon  under  the  other  ?  This  would  be  plainly 
abfurd,  and  defeat  the  defign  for  which  the  fadls-  were  introduced  y 
for  they  are  brought  in  only  to  fupport  a  prefumptive  proof,  on 
which  no  judgment  can  be  formed,  unlefs  we  examine  thefe  fadts 
with  relation  to  their  caufes  and  confequences  5  and  thus  we  fhould 
be  led  to  the  neceflity  of  relating  every  incident  twice. 

The  better  to  avoid  this  inconvenience  of  repetition,  as  well'  as 
to  exhibit  a  jufi:  view  of  the  prefumptive  argument,  which  is 
formed  from  condu(5t,  the  whole  of  the  defender’s  proof  is  thrown 
into  a  chronological  order,  and  makes  part  of  one  continued  nar-f- 
rative  of  what  happened  to  fir  John  and  lady  Jan-e,  from  the  firfi: 
fadl  which  is  brought  into  proof,  to  the  lad.  The  writer  of  thefe 
papers  has  derived  great  advaritage  from  this  method  in  his  re- 
fearches  after  the- truth  5  and  flatters  himfelf  it  will  not  be  unfa*- 
tisfadlory  to  the  readers.  If  any  one  fiiQuld..  fcruple.  to  call  this 
part  the  defender’s  proof,*  h.e  is  at  liberty  no.  give  it  another  name, 
and  entitle  it  a  journal  of  the  conduct  of  .fir  John  Stewart  and  lady 
Jane  Douglas.  ...... 

As  the  purfuers  evidence  is, brought  by  neceflity,nhe*  defender’s 
by  choice,  it  is  right  to  confider  the  former  firfl;.* 
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IntroduEiion  to  the  Purfuers  Proof, 

TH  E  pofition  in  the  fervice  is,  that  lady  Jane  Douglas  was 
delivered  of  the  defender,  and  his  twin-brother,  Sholto 
Thomas,  on  the  loth  of  July  1748,  in  the  houfe  of  Madame 
le  Brun,  Fauxbotirg  St.  Germain  a  Paris^  in  the  prefence  of 
Madame  le.  Brun  and  her  daughter,  of  Pierre  la  Marre,  man- 
midwife,  of  Mrs.  Hewit,  and  of  a  widow  woman  who' lodged  in 
the  houfe. 

The  purfuers  maintain,  that  ftie  was  not  delivered.  This  nega¬ 
tive  propoiition  can  only  be  proved  by  fubftituting  in  its  place 
fuch  other  pofitive  alfertion,  as  demonftrates  the  impoflibility  of 
the  delivery.  There  are  but  three  alfertions,  vvdiich  can  prove  this 
impolfibility. 

t 

I.  That  the  defender  and  his  tmn-brother  are  the  children  of  other 
women, 

IL  That  lady  fane  Douglas  was  on  that  day  in  good  health  at  an- 
other  place,  > 

IIL  That  forne  other'  perfoni  and  not  the  defender,  is  the  chid  of 
which- fe  was  then  delivered. 

This  third  cafe  is  not  in  proofs  but  inftead  of  it  the  purfuers 
maintain  another  propofition  ;  which,  though  it.  does  not  diredly 
contradia  the  poffibility  of  the  birth,  would,  if  it  were  well ' 
proved,  greatly  (hake  the  credibility  of  it :  we  ought  therefore  to 
add  to  the  purfuers  alfertions,  that  there  were  no  fuch  perfons  as 
Le  Brun  and  La  Marre  at  Paris  in  1748. 

Thefe  three  propofitions  muil  be  examined  in  order. 

FIRST* 
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FIRST  ASSERTION  OF  THE  PURSUERS. 


That  Mr.  Douglas  and  his  brother  are  the  children  of  other 
women  •,  or  more  particularly,  that  fir  John,  lady  Jane,  and  Mrs. 
Hewit,  bought  or  flole  Mignon’s  child  in  July  1748,  and 
Sanry’s  child  in  November  1749,  and  produced  them  feverally  as 
the  children  of  lady  Jane,  under  the  names  of  Archibald  and 
Sholto. 

The  cafe  of  Sanry’s  child,  though  lafl:  in  time,  mufi:  be  examined 
firfi: ;  becaufe  it  was  firfl;  difcovered,  and  led  to  the  difcovery  of 
the  other. 

SECT.  I. 

A  general  Jiate  of  Saury  s  cafe^ 

H  E  circumfiiances  of  this  Rory,  which  remain  uncontro- 
verted,  feem  to  be  thcfe. 


Some  time  in  the  winter  1749—^50,  a  gentleman  and  two 
p.  P.  286.  B.  ladies  came  and  lodged  at  the  widow  Selle’s,  Croix  de  fer,.  rue 
St.  Denis ;  the  entry  in  the  livre  d’  inl^e(5i:eur  was  of  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  own  hand  j  Dumefnil  the  waiter  faw  him  write  it:  the 
following  words  are  found  in  the  General  Regifter  of  Police,  for 
u—  530.  A.  the  livre  d’ infpedfceur  is  loft;  **  Novcmbre  21,  1749,  Duvernh, 
gentilhomme  de  Korgue  en  Irlande  avec  fafe7nme  &  fa  foeur.  This 
- —  270.  B.  gentleman  went  to  Dr.  Cotterel,  the  curate  of  St.  Laurence,  either 
on  a  Sunday  or  jour  de  fete,  to  afk  a  lift  of  the  parifh  poor,  under 
'  the  pretext  of  charity :  the  lift  being  refufed,  he  applied,  either 
the  next  day  or  a  day  or  two  after,  to  the  Sifters  de  la  Charite, 
who  engaged  a  woman  named  le  Gris  to  conduift  him  to  the 
poor.  After  feveral  vifits,  on  three  fevcral  days,  the  Sanrys  were 
—  275.  D.  prevailed  upon  to  part  with  their  youngeft  fon,  Jofeph  :  this 
child  was  born  on  March  the  19th,  1748,  and  was,  at  the  time 
a  —  290.  D.  of  the  enlevement,  according  to  the  mother  about  twenty  “  months 
29^3  K*  according  to  the  fifter  twenty-one months,  and  according 
294.  E.  to  the  ^father  between  twenty  and  twenty-two  months.  He 
was  carried  in  a  coach  to  the  Croix  de  fer,  the  father  and  mother 
— 294.  H.  attending.  They  faw  their  child  the  next  day,  and  went  a  *  fe- 

294.  K.  cond  time  the  day  following,  when  the  ftrangers  were  gone. 
—  285.  H.  Dumefnil  fays  they  went  off  with  the  child  at  midnight  %  and 
— 286.  G.  that  this  midnight  was  between  Saturday  ^  and  Sunday.  The  day 

following 
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following  the  dilcovery  of  the  fr3.ud,  the  futher  went  to  St. 295.  a, 
Germains,  (where  Duvernes  had  told  him  he  had  a  houfe)*  but  — • 
found  nothing,  and'returned  at  night.  By  the  advice  of  Dumef- 
nil  he  fet  out  (eight  or  ten  days  after)  with  his  fon-in-law  Thomas  D.P.  271.  e. 
Goube,  and  his  fon  Jean  Sanry,  and  fearched  for  his  child  through  — 272.  a. 
the  maritime  towns  of  France,  tie  returned  at  the  end  of  lix 
months,  having  difeovered  nothing. 

As  foon  as  the  news  of  the  enlevement  reached  the  ears  of  the 
vigilant  curate  of  St.  Laurence,  he  fent  for  Madame  Sanry, 
and  having  heard  her  account  of  it,  promifed  to  write  to  the 
lieutenant  de  police;  which  he  did.  There  is  no  copy  of  his 
letter  extant,  but  notice  is  taken  of  it  in  two  books  of  police ; 
the  firft  is  called  Le  Regitre  de  Renvoys,  and  contains  the  follow¬ 
ing  entry  :  “  ^  10  Janvier  1750.  Lettre  du  cure  de  St.  Laurent,  p.  p.  273,  e* 
“  au  fujet  d’un  nomme  Duvernay,  qui  a  enleve  1’ enfant  d’un 

nomme  Sanry,  fous  pretexte  de  le  mettre  en  mains  d’une  dame 

de  condition,  qui  le  feroit  elever ;  il  a  donne  une  faulTe 
“  adreffe.”  *'Mr.  Horque  d’Hamecourt,  late  fecretary,  attefts,  1‘D.P.27o.f. 
that  the  entry  was  made  by  him,  and  that  the  letter  was  received  by 
Mr.  Berrier,  then  lieutenant-general  of  the  police*,  on  the  morning  *  271.  c. 

of  the  loth  of  January,  1.750;  '^Mr.Hochet  de  la  Terrie,  prefent ‘=P. P.274,  b. 
fecretary,  who  produced  the  book,  obferves,  that  this  article  was 
fent  to  Mr.  Chaban,  then  one  of  the  premiers  commis  ;  according¬ 
ly,  haying  fearched  for  it  in  Mr.  Chaban’s  department,  he  found  an 
entry  in  another  book,  in  the  office  of  one  of  his  clerks  r  this  en¬ 
try  is  of  this  fame  date,  “  lo  Janvier,  i75°»  contains  only  —  274.  h. 

thefe  words,  “  Lettre  de  Monf  le  cure  de  St.  Laurent  contre  un 

«  lieur  Duvernay,  qui  a  fubtilife  un  enfant  From  this  book  it - 274.  k. 

appears,  that  the  care  of  the  enquiry  was  committed  to  Mr.  Pouf-  ^74- 
fot,  an  infpeaeur  of  police ;  but  it  no  where  appears,  that  Mr. 

Pouffot  made  any  return  ;  and  thus  the  affair  ended. 

Thefe  feem  to  be  all  the  circumftances,  in  which  the  parties 
agree,  neceffary  to  our  underftanding  the  litigated  points.  The 
poor  people  have  never  fince  feen  or  heard  of  the  perfons,  who 
took  away  their  child.  The  application  of  the  ffory  to  fir  Johm 
Stewart,  lady  Jane,  and  Mrs.  He  wit,  reffs  on  thefe  three  parti- 


~  Tanuary  lo.  lyco.  A  letter  from  the  curate  of  St.  Laurent,  on  the  fubjeft  of  one 

“  called  Duvernay,  who  has  carried  away  the  child  of  one  Sanry,  under  pretext  of 
**-  putting  him  in  the  hands  of  a  lady  of  condition,  who  would  educate  him.  He  gave  a  lalle 

**  addrefs.’^ 

t  A  Icteer  from  tho  curate  of  St.  Laurence  againft  one  Duvernes,  who  carried  away 
wachadbyftratagem.-  ' 
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Of  the  Perfons  who  flole  Sanry  $  Child.  A^ff  L 

eulars,  which  at  befl:  form  but  aprefumptive  evidence  of  the  loweft 
clafs,  undoubtedly  inadmidible  in  a  criminal  procefs. 

I.  fimilitude  of  perfons y  manners y  and  circumjlances. 

II.  ^he  refemblance  of  Sholto  and  Jofeph  Sanry. 

III.  The  coincidence  of  the  enlevement  with  the  time  when  fir  fohn 
Stewart,  &c.  went  to  Paris  to  fetch  Sholto, 

Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  has  fome  where  well  obferved,  that  there 
are  fome  circumllances  in  this  ftory  fo  ludicrous,  that  they  are 
enough  to  difcompofe  the  gravity  of  judges,  in  a  matter  other- 
wife  fo  ferious.”  Perhaps  many  people  may  laugh  at  our  ex- 
pedlation  of  finding  truth  by  the  teftimony  of  thefe  illiterate  wit- 
neffes,  who  depofe  to  many  uninterefling  events,  at  the  diftance 
of  feventeen  years,  a  period  which  would  put  the  flrongefl:  me¬ 
mory  to  the  full  llretch  ;  yet  fuch  muft  be  heard,  and  by  fuch 
muil;  this  great  caufe  be  determined  in  many  points. 

There  are  three  or  four  general  marks  of  fimilitude,  which  fcarce 
deferve  to  be  mentioned,  becaufe  nothing  can  be  inferred  from 
them.  Duvernes’  company  confifled  of  a  gentleman*  and  two  la¬ 
dies,  withouf”  a  fervant ;  they  drank"  tea ;  and  came°  and  wenf* 
in  a  hackney  coach.  —  The  drinking  tea.  is  by  no  means  peculiar 
to  the  Englifh ;  it  is  as  much  if  not  more  ufed  by  the  Germans, 
and  by  the  Dutch;  and  the  circurn fiances  of  the  hackney  coach 
and  no  fervant,  are  nearly  connedted  with  the  errand  on  which 
tihefe  adventurers  came. 


SEC  T.  II. 

Of  the  perfons  who  foie  Sanry* s  child. 

“VJ^ITH  refpeft  to  their  perfons  we  may  obferve,  that  Dr.  Cotn 
’  ^  terel’s  defcription  of  the  gentleman  applies  pretty  generally 
to  colonel  Stewart,  “  qu’autant  qu’il  fe  rapelle,  cette  perfonne 
“  avoit  le  vifage  un  peu  long  &  affez  plein,  qu’il  etoit  grand,  & 
“  bicn  proportione  dans  fa  taille.  Pair  male,  &  paroifTant  age  de 
“  55  a  60  ans 

We  mufi  apply  to  the  other  witnelTes  for  defcriptlons  of  the 
women  Dumefnil  fays,  que  les  deux  dames  etoient  grandes 
&  maigres  •f*.”  His  wife  obferves,  that  the  elder  lady  was  ^ 


286.  D 
282.  t 


it 


*  “  That,  fo  far  as  he  remembers,  his  face  was  a  little  long,  and  pretty  full;  that  he 
“  was  tall,  and  well  proportioned  in  his  perfon,  had  a  manly  air,  and  appeared  from  fifty- 
“  five  to  fixty  years  of  age.”  '  ' 


t  “  That  the  two  lad’.cs  were  tall  and  lean.” 


plus 
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2.  Of  the  Perfons  ^ho  foie  Sanry  s  Child. 


‘<  plus  corpore  J”  than  the  other.  This  by  no  means  agrees  with 
lady  Jane  and  Mrs.  Hevvit.  —  Lady  Jane  was  fmalh  genteeh  and 
delicate^  y  and  Mrs.  Hevvit  like  a  man  drefTed  in  women’s  cloaths.  'P.P.nz.c. 
It  is  to  be  remarked that  the  elder  lady  pajjed  for  tne  gentleman  s-.  -86.c. 

wife,  and  the  other  attended  her  as  a  dame  de  compagnie. 


The  de'fcription  of  the  younger  lady  is  attended  with  an  em- 
barralTment,  which  diferedits  the  teftimony  of  three  of  the  wit- 
nelTes.  Mr.  and  Mad.  Sanry  and  Mad.  Le  Gris  having  in  their 
minds  a  defeription  of  a  woman,  which  refembles  lady  Jane  in  two 
or  three  particulars,  in  her  “  air,  pale,  delicate,  and  nobie ;  they 
do  not  know  to  which  of  the  perfons  of  this  company  theyfhould 

apply  it.  Le  Gris,  who  faw  only  one  lady,  who  came  in  the - 277- «• 

coach  to  Sanry’s,  of  neceffity  applies  the  defeription  to  the  perfon 
{he  faw  :  in  which  cafe  we  muft  look  for  Mrs  Hewit  in  the  lady 

Tne  did  not  fee.  Mr.  and  Mad.  Sanry  apply  the  fame  defeription - 296* 

to  the  perfon,  who  ftaid  at  the  inn,  and  received  the  child  — This 
makes  both  ladies  tall  and  thin;  and  fo  far  it  agrees  withDumef- 
nil’s  teftimony,  who  had  frequent  occafion  of  feeing  both  women. 

It  is  very  clear  from  the  depofition  of  Le  Gris,  that  the  lady  who 
went  to  Sanry’s  houfe,  and  (as  we  Ihall  fee  prefently)  requefted 
them  to  part  with  their  child,  who  was  fliewn  the  manner  of  re¬ 
moving  the  brealf-rupture,  with  which  the  child  was  afflided, 
both  fpoke  and  underdood  French.  And  it  is  equally  clear  from 
the  depofitions  of  Mr.  and  Mad.  Sanry,  that  the  lady  who  receiv¬ 
ed,  and  fpoke  to  them  at  the  inn,  alfo  fpoke  French:  fo  that 
both  ladies  fpoke  French,  which  it  is  well  known  Mrs.  Hewit 
could  not  do.  The  Monitoire  fuppofes,  that  Sanry  and  his  wife  p.  12. 
are  midaken ;  but  there  is  no  evidence  of  this  :  and  even  as 
to  the  perfon  of  the  woman  they  mean  to  deferibe,  there  is  a 
driking  difference  between  her  and  lady  Jane.  All  the  witnedes 
ao-ree,  that  the  lady  they  fpeak  of,  was  forte  grande,”  and  only 
from  thirty  to  thirty-five  years  of  age  ;  but  lady  Jane  was  little, 
and  was  then  pad  fifty. 


Upon  the  whole,  there  is  no  direa  proof,  that  thefe  perfons 
were  foreigners ;  and  it  is  pretty  certain  they  were  not  Britifh.  — 

The  foreign  accent  of  the  drangers,  mentioned  by  thefe  illiterate 
witneffes,  was  not  difcernible  to  Dr.  Cotterel ;  though  at  fird  fight  P.  P.  271.B 
he  took  the  gentleman  for  an  acquaintance,  who  was  an  Irifli- 
man.  Dumefnil,who  fwears  to  the  gentleman’s  cinnamon-coloured  —  285.  i, 


J  “  Mere  corpulent.” 


c 


coat 


lO 


P.  P.  279.  G. 


P.  M.  p.  288. 


D.P.  148. D. 


P.  P.  293.  B. 

-  295.  I. 


Of  the  Perfon  of  young  Sanry  Aff  I. 

coat  and  Englifh  bob,  is  contradidted  by  Vielle,  another  witnefs 
of  the  purfuers,  who  dreiTes  him  in  a  tye-wig  and  French  uniform. 
Duvernes  is  no  Engliih  name  ;  he  called  himfelf  an  Irifhman, 
which  was  fufficient  to  miflead  the  witnefles.  It  is  prefumed,  Du¬ 
vernes’  own  word,  that  he  was  an  Irilhman,  will  not  pafs  for 
proof  at  this  time  with  any  but  the  purfuers  3  and,  as  it  is  proved 
by  the  teftimony  of  Dumefnil  and  his  wife,  that  he  v/rote  his 
name  in  the  livre  d’infpedleur  with  his  own  hand,  and  that  he 
certainly  meant  to  defign  himfelf  from  Corke  in  Ireland,  he  can¬ 
not  have  been  a  Britifh  or  Irifh  perfon  :  it  is  abfolutely  impoffible,, 
that  any  perfon  of  our  country,  when  he  meant  to  write  the  name 
of  the  city  of  Corke,  fhould  have  written  it  Korguc. 

SECT.  III. 

Of  the  perfon  of  young  Sanry  compared  with  Sholto. 

fay  the  truth,  much  ftrefs  ought  not  to  be  laid  on  the  de- 
fcriptions  of  the  adventurers,  who  took  away  the  child  3  the 
poor  people  faw  but  little  of  them,  and  may  be  innocently  mif- 
taken.  On  the  next  point  wc  may  expedt  greater  certainty  3  when 
the  child  was  loft,  doubtlefs  all  the  powers  of  memory  in  the  fa¬ 
mily  were  at  work,  to  recoiled!  his  ftze,  his  features,  his  man¬ 
ners,  and  his  drefs  3  and  the  father,  who  fought  him  with  forrow 
for  many  months,  was  certainly  able  to  have  known  him  from  all 
other  children  in  the  world.  We  may  juftly  therefore  require^ 
that  thefe  people  fhould  defcribe  their  own  child  :  they  have  done 
it  3  and  from  hence  we  may  be  aftured,  that  he  was  not  the  fame 
child  as  Sholto. 

The  children  are  both  fair,  delicate,  and  have  blue  eyes  3  but 
Sanry’s  child  was  near  four  months  older  than  Sholto  3  and  yet 
Sholto  was  lets  than  Archibald,  who  was  born,  as  the  purfuers 
agree,  above  three  months  after  Sanry’s  child.  Sholto  was  indeed 
reputed  to  be  very  little  of  his  age,  by  all  thofe  who  believed  he 
was  born  on  the  loth  of  July.  The  firft  fpeaker  (a)  in  Ander- 
fon’s  book,  is  made  to  declare,  at  page  42,  that  the  age  of  this 
child  exadly  agreed  with  the  fuppofed  age  of  Sholto  :  an  aflertion 
which  is  alfo  ftiamefully  imputed  to  another  fpeaker  (b ),  at  page 

Sanry  and  his  wife  fwear,  that  their  child  marchoit  foiblementy 
“  G?  qutl  balbutoit  quelque  ?nots,  tels  que  Papa,  Mama,  &  autres  de 

(a)  Lord  Prefident.  (h)  Lord  Stonefield. 

“  cette 


Seft.  3.'  compared  with  Sholto.  n 

«  cette  efbece  Mr.  Murray,  at  whofe  houfe  the  family  lodged 

on  their  arrival  at  London,  fwears,  that  Sholto  could  neither  walk  D.  P.  4'o.  b. 

nor  fpeak,  when  he  was  brought  to  him  j  and  that  the  firft  word 

the  child  fpoke,  he  learned  from  him.  —  Abbe  O’Neil,  who  faw 

him  at  Rheims,  fays  alfo,  that  he  could  neither  fpeak  nor  walk.  P.  P.  262.  r.. 

Mad.  Sanry  and  Le  Gris  both  told  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart,  in  June 
’«  qu’il  6toit  fujet  de  laiffer  tomber  I’os  de  la  poitrine  quel- 
“  quefois;  &quel’une  &l’autre  avoit  montre  a  la  dame  comment  le 

“lever.” _ Both  thefe  women  have  declared,  in  January  1764,  that 

when  the  gentleman  alked,  “  fi  I’enfant  n’avoit  point  d’incom-  P-  ’^93-  <;■ 
“  modite  ?  elle  (Mad.  Sanry)  a  repondu,  que  non.” 

Mad.  Gravain  and  Mad.  Laupin,  two  widows,  who  lived  in 
Sanry’s  houfe,  fwear  that  the  child  had  a  mark  of  the  fmall-pox 
near  one  of  his  eyes.  *—  Mad.  Gravain  fays,  it  was  “  hien  vijible*  j)  1030.F. 
Mad.  Laupin  calls  it  “  un  petit  brinr  —  Mad.  Sanry  herfelf  had 
given  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  the  fame  account  in  June  1763  ;  yet 
when  the  depolitions  are  taken  in  1764,  both  (he  and  her  hulband 

deny  the  mark. 

For  what  purpofe  was  all  this  prevarication  by  Mr.  and  Mad. 

Sanry  and  Mad.  Le  Gris,  unlefs  to  conceal  thofe  diftindive  marks, 
by  which  it  would  be  infallibly  known,  that  Sholto  was  not  San- 
ry  s  child  ?  Sholto  had  neither  difeafe  nor  mark. 

The  papers  are  all  in  proof :  it  is  a  ftrange  miftake  therefore  to 
fay,  what  is  imputed  to  a  gentleman  (aj  by  Almon,  p.  317,  that 
the  witnelTes  here  are  under  no  fufpicion  whatever :  a  miltake, 
which  has  unluckily  kept  its  place  in  the  more  laboured  edition 

of  the  Scotch  writer,  p.  449. 

SECT.  IV. 

Of  the  time  of  the  enlevement  of  Sanry’s  child. 

The  next  point  to  be  examined,  is  the  time.  It  is  obferv- 
able  on  the  general  view  of  this  ilory,  that  the  enlevement 
happened  in  winter  1749—50.  The  day  of  the  week  too  is  fet¬ 
tled  by  Dumefnil’s  evidence,  which  is  uncontroverted,  banry  law 
his  child  for  the  laft  time  on  Saturday  morning  ;  it  was  taken  from 

(a)  Lord  Hailes. 


•  “Walked  feebly,  and  that  he  lifped  feme  words,  fuch  as.  Papa,  Mamma,  and  other 

“  ‘■“'h  g  2  his 
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Of  the  Time  of  the  Enlevement  Aff.  I. 

his  houfe  on  Friday  ;  Wednefday  and  Thurfday  were  fpent  in 
treating  for  it ;  and,  as  there  was  no  jour  de  fete  in  the  middle 
weeks  of  November  1749,  we  muft  go  back  as  far  as  Sunday  for 
the  day  of  Duvernes’  viiit  to  Dr.  Cotterel  ;  fo  that,  if  this  event 
happened  in  November,  Duvernes’  relidence  at  the  Croix  de  fer 
after  applying  to  the  curate  was  juft  a  week.  The  time  is  thus 
fettled  by  the  purfuers. 

There  is  another  miftake  in  Almon’s  book,  page  219,  where  it 
is  faid,  (a)  that  fir  John  ftole  the  child  of  Sanry,  which  happened  on 
the  4th  day  after  they  arrived  at  Paris ;  for  it  is  in  proof,  that  it 
muft  have  happened  on  the  5th}  after  the  perfon,  who  ftole  him, 
applied  to  the  cure  de  St.  Laurent. 

There  are  ftill  more  miftakes  in  this  ftrange  book  at  page  200. 
It  is  there  faid  (<^)  “  That  the  calculation  of  Sanry’s  enlevement  is 
'  “  wonderfully  exacft  :  it  is  brought  to  have  happened  either  upon 
“  Sunday  the  i6th,  or  Sunday  the  29th  of  November  1749. — 
“  They  alk  for  a  child  of  fifteen  months  old  1  they  refufe  feveral 
“  of  a  lelfer  age;  and  at  laft  pitch  upon  a  boy  of  eighteen  months 

old."'  All  this  is  wonderfully  inexadt :  no  one  ever  fuppofed 
the  enlevement  to  have  happened  on  Sunday  the  i6th: — and  on 
Novenber  29,  (which  by  the  bye  was  no  Sunday)  fir  John 
Stewart  was  on  his  way  to  England.  There  is  not  a  fyllablein 
proof,  that  Duvernes  alked  for  a  child  of  fifteen  months  old,  or 
refufed  thofe  of  a  lelfer  age ;  and  at  laft  the  boy  pitched  upon  is 
not  of  eighteen  months,  but  of  twenty  or  twenty-two.  It  is  in¬ 
deed  in  proof,  that  Duvernes  made  no  choice  j  but  offered  to  take 
any  of  Sanry’s  children  they  pleafed ;  and  they  gave  him  the 
youngeft,  as  moft  burthenfome  to  them. 

To  proceed  j  the  purfuers  undertake  to  prove,  that  Sanry’s 
child  was  taken  from  the  Croix  de  fer  in  the  night  between  Sa¬ 
turday  the  2  2d,  and  Sunday  the  23d,  of  November  1749,  and  that 
fir  John,  &c.  left  Paris  that  very  day. — 

The  defender  has  made  three  feveral  replies  to  this  new  arrange¬ 
ment  of  the  purfuers. 

I.  That  fir  John  Stewart  was  not  at  Paris  on  November  22 

II.  That  Sanry’s  child  was  not  taken  away  in  November  1749, 
but  in  January  1750. 

III.  That  Sholto,  the  child  of  lady  Jane,  was  at  nurfe  in 
another  place  from  his  birth  to  the  lime  he  went  to  Rheims* 

CaJ  Lord  Elliock.  ('ij  Lord  Alemoor. 


It 
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Sedl.  4.  of  Sanrfs  Child. 

I.  Sir  John  Stewart  was  not  at  Paris  on  Nov.  th^22d  1749. 

The  witnefTes  whom  the  purfuers  have  brought  to  prove  this  point 
are  the  abbe  0‘Neil,  who  had  the  care  of  fir  Walter  Rutlidge’s  af¬ 
fairs,  and  lent  him  the  chaife,  and  three  acquaintance  of  Leverme 
the  poftilion,  who  is  dead. 

We  might  have  expedled,  indeed,  that  this  point  fhould  have  been 
determined  by  the  honourable  friends  of  lady  Jane  at  Rheims  ;  but, 
unluckily  for  the  purfuers,  no  perfon  of  rank  appears  to  help  them  : 
but  let  us  hear  the  witnefTes. 

The  abbe  0*Neil  fays,  “  qu’il  f9ait  par  lui  meme  que  Mr.  Stewart, - 260.  a. 

««  &c.  depuis  leur  depart  de  Rheims  jufqu’a  leur  retour  au  dit 
“  Rheims,  ontete  abfent  environ  17  &  18  jours,  un jour  plus  ou  moins, 

**  autant  qu’il  peut  s’en  fouvenir :  que  ce  fut  aux  environs  de  la - 260.  e. 

“  St.  Martin,  ii  Nov.  1749,  Stewart  &  lady  Jeanne  Doug- 

“  las  partirent  de  Rheims  pour  Paris:  que  le  voiturier  lui  raconta - 261.  a. 

“  qu’il  n’avoit  conduit  Mr,  Stewart,  &c.  que  jufqu’ala  Villette:  que 
“  ce  voiturier  y  etant  refle,  fans  f9avoir  oil  etoient  alles  mon  dit  Sieur 

Stewart  &  fa  femme,  commencoit  a  en  avoir  de  Tinquietude;  mais 
“  que  fe  promenant  le  6  ou  7  jours  apres  fon  arrivee,  il  rencontra 

Monf.  Stewart :  qu’il  avoit  refle  a  la  Villette  9  jours  entout:  qu’il - 261..-. 

“  a  vu  a  Rheims  Monf.  &  Mad.  Stewart  bientot  apres  leur  retour;  & 

“  que,  ce  fut  le  2  de  Dec.  qu’ils  les  a  vit  pour  la  premiere  fois  :  qu’ils, 

“  apres  leur  retour  a  Rheims  jufqu’a  leur  depart  pour  I’Angleterre, 

“  ne  reflerent  que  trespeu  du  jours,  5  ou  6  jours  tout  au  plus,  au- 

<<  tant  qu’il  peut  s’en  fouvenir:  qu’il  a  vu  3  fois  Monf.  &  Mad.  — 26i.i,&c. 

Stewart  dans  cette  intervalle,  y  compris  le  jour  de  St.  Fran9ois 
“  Xavier,  Dec.  2.” 

The  other  three  witnefTes  never  faw  fir  John  Stewart  or  lady  Jane  ; 
they  are  introduced  to  tell  a  hear-fay  flory  in  the  name  of  the  poftilion. 

Vuyet  fays,  Leverme  told  him  he  was  eight  days  without  feeing  - 260.  b. 

the  gentleman ;  that  he  met  him  in  the  flreet  Coqueron,  a  great 

way  from  the  Croix  de  Fer;  that  the  chaife  came  back  about  the - 266.  t. 

end  of  November. 

Leverme,  the  poflilion’s  nephew,  makes  the  flay  at  Villette  only - 267. 

five,  fix,  feven,  or  eight  days. 

Simonet,  the  lafl  witnefs,  fays  the  driver  told  him  he  w^aited  eight  - 268.  e, 

days  at  Villette,  before  he  faw  the  gentleman  ;  that  he  begun  to  be 

uneafy  for  want  of  money,  and  faid  in  jefl,  that  he  was  tempted  to - 263.  e. 

fell  the  chaife  to  pay  his  expences. 

Such  is  the  purfuers  evidence.  Sir  John  Stewart  has  faid,*  that  he 

intended  to  flay  at  Paris  only  one  night,  but  on  account  of  lady  Jane’s 

in- 


/ 


I 


j  ^  Of  the  Time  of  the  Enlevement  AIT.  L 

indifpofition  he  ftaid  four.  One  thing  therefore  we  learn  from 
theie  depofitions  ;  that  fir  John  fpoke  truth  when  he  faid,  he  out¬ 
laid  his  time.  But  can  any  one  in  good  earned:  believe  the  exagge¬ 
rated  reports  of  the  fecond-hand  witnefles,  in  preference  to  the  pre- 
cife  accounts  of  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit  ?  efpecially  when  the  wit- 
neffes  themfelves  are  not  agreed  in  their  reckoning,  and  one  of  them 
fays,  that  the  driver  was  in  jeft. 

To  be  ferious :  When  it  appeared  that  fir  John  Stewart  left  Rheims 
on  the  29th  of  November,  all  the  accounts  of  the  abbe  0‘Neil  and 
his  fellows  became  plainly  and  palpably  incredible.  If  the  abbe  is 
to  be  believed  in  any  thing,  it  is,  that  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  were 
five  or  fix  days  at  Rheims  after  their  return.  It  is  certain,  he  could  not 
well  make  his  three  vifits  in  lefs  time.  If  this  be  true,  fir  John  was 
at  Rheims  on  the  22d  of  November,  and  had  left  Paris  the  i8th.^  It 
is  needlefs  to  examine  thefe  depofitions  any  farther ;  they  plainly 
fhew  that  fir  John  Stewart  was  not  at  Paris  on  November  the22d. 

Let  us  then  turn  to  the  purfuers  memorial. 

The  learned  rnemorialift  has  never  dared  to  affert,  that  fir  John 
Stewart  was  lefs  time  at  Rheims  after  his  return  than  tKree  whole 
days:  it  is  allowed  therefore,  that  he  was  at  Rheims  on  November 
the  25th. 

It  is  alfo  allowed,  and  even  pleaded  by  the  memorialift,  that  the  fa¬ 
mily  muft  have  been  four  days  on  the  road  in  returning  from  Paris 
fir  John  Stewart  and  Mrs.  Hewit  have  faid  they  were  :  the  computa¬ 
tion  of  the  abbe  0‘Neil  admits  it;  and  the  memorialift  himfelf  has 
o-iven  his  opinion  of  the  road  in  the  following  words.  He  is  fpeaking 
of  the  family’s  return  from  Paris  in  Aug.  1 748,  when  fir  John  brought 
a  chaife  from  Paris  to  Dammartin,  in  which  fir  John,  lady  Jane,  Mrs. 
Hewit,  and  the  child  continued  their  journey  to  Rheims. 

P.Mem.pt.  3.  He  fays,  ‘‘  They  muft  have  left  Dammartin  on  the  14th  at  lateji‘, 
page  180.  <<  fQf  journey  would  require  three  days,  as  they  travelled  in  a 

‘‘  chaife  with  the  fame  horfes  which  fir  John  had  brought  from  Paris 
“  to  Dammartin  on  the  12th.” 

Thus  we  fee  that  not  only  the  purfuers  evidence,  but  the  purfuers 
logic  too,  is  all  on  the  fide  of  the  defender,  and  fhews  clearly  that  fir 
John  was  not  at  Paris  at  midnight,  between  Saturday  the  22d  and  Sun¬ 
day  the  23d  of  November  1749,  when  the  purfuers  fuppofe  that  Sau¬ 
ry’s  child  was  taken  from  the  Croix  de  Per.  If  the  reader  defires  to 
know  the  precife  time  at  which  fir  John  Stewart  returned  to  Rheims, 
he  may  find  the  information  he  wants  in  its  proper  place  in  the  de¬ 
fender’s  proof. 
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II.  Having  proved  that  fir  John  Stewart  was  not  in  Paris  on 
the  22d  of  November,  the  day  on  which  the  purfuers  have  now 
been  pleafed  to  fix  the  enlevement  of  Sanry’s  child,  one  would 
think,  that  the  defender’s  bufinefs  was  now  done,  and  that  he  need 
not  trouble  himfelf  any  further  with  this  ftory  :  but  as  it  is  not  the 
defign  of  thefe  papers  to  defend  either  party,  but  to  invefiigate 
all  the  fads,  which  are  brought  to  proof  in  this  caufe,  we  fhall 
now  proceed  to  confider  the  fecond  point, — When  Sanry’s  child 
was  really  taken  from  him — efpecially  as  fome  perfons  may  per¬ 
haps  be  confounded  by  the  frequent  mention  of  the  month  of  No¬ 
vember  in  the  books  above  quoted. 

We  mufi:  firfi;  fee,  by  what  method  the  purfuers  have  been  led 
to  fix  the  enlevement  on  November  22,  1749,  and  then  fhew  its 
real  date. 

When  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  and  Mr.  D’ Anjou  firfi:  applied  to  the  p.p.ioyi.K. 
curate  of  St.  Laurence,  he  had  totally  forgot  both  the  year,  and 
the  time  of  the  year  j  the  year  was  firfi:  fettled  by  the  parifii  re- 

gifler ;  and  the  family  talked  of  the  age  of  the  child  as  eighteen  or  - 1074. «. 

nineteen  months :  but  when  the  entry  in  the  records  of  the  police 
was  known,  then  it  was  thought  pafi:  a  doubt,  that  the  child  was 

taken  away  in  November  1749.— 

Much  about  the  fame  time  an  entry  of  “  Col.  Stewart  &  fa 
‘‘  femme”  at  one  Rheneau’s  on  November  the  19th  1749  was 
difcovered,  and  Duvernes’  name  flood  entered  at  Selle’s  on  No¬ 
vember  21.  On  thefe'  grounds  the  enlevement  was  flated  to  have 
happened  in  the  week  following,  in  the  Monitoire,  the  Conde-  Mon.  P.9, 
fcendance  of  Fadls,  and  in  Dr.  Cotterell’s  firfi  evidence  taken  in  Cond. 

January  1764* 

But  as  foon  as  it  appeared,  that  the  Col.  Stewart  mentioned  at 
Rheneau’s  was  Col.  Stewart  of  Ardihiell,  the  purfuers  loft  one 
half  of  their  conieaure;  and  when  it  was  known  that  fir  John 
Stewart  fet  out  from  Rheims  for  England  on  November  29th,  a 
fadl  which  happened  at  Paris  in  the  week  following,  Sunday 
November  23,  could  no  longer  apply  to  him.  The  purfuers  there¬ 
fore  changed  their  ground. 

They  obferve  on  this  occafion,  that  the  date  of  the  regitre  gene¬ 
ral  de  police  is  not  the  date  of  the  entry  in  the  Livre  d’Infpedleur  ; 
but  the  date  of  the  infpedtor’s  vifit,  when  he  firft  faw  the  name. 

And  as  there  is  no  infpeftor’s  vifit  to  Selle’s  upon  record  between 
November  I4.th  and  November  21,  they  think  they  are  at  liber  y 

to  place  Duvernes’  entry  by  conjeaure  at  any  time  between  the 
^  two 
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two  vifits ;  and  accordingly  they  fix  it  to  the  firfl  pofiible  day  ot 
the  feven,  viz.  November  15,  which  is  the  only  day  will  fervc 
their  purpofe. 

This,  it  mufi:  be  owned,  is  a  very  hardy  conjediure.  If  indeed  it 
were  proved,  that  the  infpedtor  did  not  vefit  Selle’s  houfe  between 
November  14  and  November  21*  they  might  have  fome  (hadow 
of  reafon  for  what  they  alledge ;  but  this  is  not  the  cafe.  The 
general  lift  of  names  entered  at  the  inns  (which  in  this  cafe  is 
P.P.  174. G.  miffing)  is  always  reduced  by  the  police  into  three  clafTes, 
the  foreigners,  the  military,  and  thirdly,  the  other  natives  of 
France.  This  laft  regifter  of  the  native  French,  plainly  the  moft 
in  ufe  of  the  three,  is  alfo  loft ;  fo  that  there  is  no  proof,  that  the 
infpedtor  negledted  his  duty  for  a  whole  week.  On  the  contrary, 
from  other  books  of  inns  in  the  near  neighbourhood  of  the  Croix 
de  fer,  which  ftill  exift  and  are  in  procefs,  it  appears  he  vifited 
them  on  the  i8th  of  November  j  and  if  he  vifited  the  inn  of  the 
Croix  de  fer  at  the  fame  time,  agreeable  to  his  ufual  pradice, 
Duvernes’  name  would  have  been  of  that  date  in  the  Livre  de 
police,  had  he  been  really  in  the  houfe  when  the  infpedtor  vifited 
it;  and  if  Duvernes  did  not  arrive  till  after  the  18th,  he  could  not 
apply  to  the  curate  till  Sunday  the  23d  of  November,  confequently 
did  not  leave  the  Croix  de  fer  till  the  29th. 

This  violent  conjecture,  thus  ill  fupported,  and  contrary  both 
to  proof  and  to  probability,  is  all  that  the  purfuers  alledge  for  ffiifting 
the  time  of  this  enlevement  to  the  weekpreceding  Sunday  November 
23. — Here  wx  muft  leave  it  with  thole,  with  whom  fuch  reafon- 
ing  will  pafs  for  proof,  and  proceed  to  fix  the  real  time. 

The  parole  evidence  will  not  ferve  :  it  is  indeterminate  and  fuf- 
peCled. — Dr.  Cotterel  and  the  other  wdtnefles  were  told  the  time 
of  fir  John  Stew^art’s  journey,  before  they  mentioned  the  time  of 
P.P.  270.B.  the  enlevement. — The  Dr.  owns,  that  he  has  no  other  eftimate  of 
the  month,  but  by  conj.eCture  founded  on  the  record  of  police. — 
This  book  proves  no  more,  than  that  Duvernes  was  at  the  Croix 
defer  about  November  21,  1749,  when  Dumefnil  faw  him  write 
his  name.  He  might  be  there  at  that  time,  and  continue  feveral 
weeks,  notwithftanding  Dumefnil  and  his  wife  have  faid,  that  he 
ftaid  five  days  at  moft  j  which  is  not  true  according  to  the  purfuers 
fyftem  :  or,  he  might  have  gone  away,  and  returned  a  fecond 
time  five  weeks  later,  though,  as  in  many  other  inftances,  his 
name  was  not  repeated  in  the  Livre  d’InfpeCteur. 

The  faCl  now  to  be  explained  was  difeovered,  when  the  proof 
was  almoft  finiftied. — The  curate  of  St.  Laurence  had  mentioned, 

that 
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that  letters  were  written  by  him  to  the  lieutenant-general  de  po¬ 
lice  on  the  fubjed:  of  this  enlevement ;  and  that  enquiries  were 
made  at  the  time  for  the  perfons,  who  had  carried  off  the  child. 

Search  was  therefore  made  at  the  office  of  police  for  the  curate's 
letter,  or  for  the  reports  which  had  been  made  to  the  magiftrate  in 
confequence  of  it.  The  letter  was  never  found  ;  but  a  note  of  it 
appeared  in  two  different  regifters  of  the  police,  the  one  kept  in 
the  lieutenant-general’s  cloiet,  the  other  in  that  of  his  firff  fe- 
cretary.  ' 

The  regitre  des  renvoys^  kept  in  the  lieutenant  de  police's 
clofet,  is  of  unexceptionable  authority.  Mr.  D’hamecourt  depofes, 
that  it  will  fhew  the  receipt  of  a  letter  to  the  exadnefs  of  half  a 
day.  In  the  prefent  cafe  we  are  fure  it  is  right,  becaufe  the  fe- 
cond  book  is  not  a  copy  of  the  firff,  but  another  extrad  from  Dr. 
Cotterel’s  original  letter,  and  it  bears  the  fame  date  of  January 
the  loth,  1750.  It  is  eafy  to  conned  this  date  with  the  time  of 
the  enlevement  by  Dr.  Cotterel’s  teffimony,  who  is  certainly  the 
perfon  of  the  moft  credit  brought  to  witnefs  this  tranfadion. 

He  depofes,  that  he  did  not  hear  of  the  ‘‘  *  enlevement  que  P.P.270.G 
**  quelques  jours  ap res,  &  qu’alors  il  envoya  chercher  la  femme 
“  Sanry and  again,  •f***  qu’il  eff  perfuade,  qu’il  n’a  pas  beau-  •D.P.26S 
“  coup  tarde  a  ecrire  a  Moniieur  le  lieutenant-general  de  police 
“  depuis  que  I’enlevement  fut  parvenu  a  fa  connoifiance,  at- 
“  tendu  que  la  nature  de  1’  affair  demandoit  celerite ;  mais  qu’il 
“  ne  peut  determiner  aujuffe,  combien  des  jours  fe  fontecoules; 

**  croit,  fans  pouvoir  neanmoins  1’  affurer,  qu’  il  n’a  pas  du  s'  ecoit- 
“  ler  plus  de  3,  4  ou  5  jours,  ou  peut-etre  moins.” 

The  dodor  fpeaks  with  the  diffidence  of  an  honeff  man,  and 
gives  a  fenfible  reafon  for  what  he  afferts  :  if  he  had  not  written 
very  foon,  notice  would  have  reached  the  lieiwtenant  de  police 
through  the  ordinary  infpedor  of  police  at  Selle’s  :  but  the  dodor’s 
account  is  the  only  one  on  record  j  which  ffiews  that  he  was  the 
firff  reporter. 


*  “  Enlevement  till  fome  days  after,  and  that  then  he  fent  for  Sanry’s  wife. 

•f-  **  That  he  is  perfuaded,  that  he  did  not  delay  writing  to  the  lieutenant-general  of  the 
police,  after  the  carrying  off  the  child  came  to  his  knowledge,  confidering  that  the  na- 
“  ture  of  the  affair  required  difpatch  ;  but  that  he  cannot  determine  precifely  how 
“  many  days  may  have  paffed  ;  though  he  believes,  without  being  certain  however, 

**  that  there  could  not  have  paffed  more  than  three,  or  four,  or  five  days,  or  perhaps 

fewer.” 

D 


Made- 


Af.  I. 


j  3  Oj  the  Time  of  the  Enlevement 

P. P.  Mad.  Sanry  in  her  depofition>  after  mentioning  the  en¬ 

levement,  has  flipped  in  aline  about  her  huiband’^s journey  to  the 
fea-ports  ;  and  then  flie  proceeds,  “  Que  2  ou  3  jours  apres” 
the  curate  fent  for  her.  Two  or  three  days  after  what  ?  Not  furely 
after  Sanry’s  return  at  the  end  of  fix  months :  then  it  was,  two  or 
three  days  after  the  enlevement. 

_ 27 1.  A..  The  curate  adds  farther,  that  he  not  only  wrote,  but  waited 

upon  Mr.  Berrier,  to  know  whether  he  had  made  any  difcovery 
and  that  Mr.  Berrier  told  him,  he  had  made  none. 

If  this  evidence  wanted  confirmation,  it  may  be  had  from  the 
papers  produced  by  order  of  the  houfe  of  Lords.  It  there  appears, 
j).P.ic3o.E.  that  Mad.  Sanry  told  the  purfuer’s  agents,  “  ^  Que  peu  de  jours 
“  apres  F enlevement  le  cure  V  envoya  chercher,  &  lui  dit,  qu  il 
“  feroit  faire  des  recherches,  &  quelle  pouvoit  retourner  chez  lui 
“  dans  8  ou  10  jours  ;  qu’elle  retourna  chez  le  cure  au  bout  de 
10  ou  12  jours,  &  apprit  du  lui,  qu’il  n  avoit  pas  pu  rien  trou- 
“  ver.”  That  the  cure  was  applied  to  even  before  Sanry  fet  out 
for  Rouen,  appears  from  a  paflfage  in  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart’s  journal,, 
in  thefe  words  t  **  The  curate  told  him,  that  the  letter  he  wrote 
P.P.  1072.  c.  *i  ^.Q  Berrier  was  the  fame  day  or  the  day  after,  that  the  fa- 
ther  had  acquainted  him  of  the  flight  of  thefe  flrangers  with  the 
‘‘  child- ;  and  that  he  both  wrote  and  fpoke  to  Mr.  Berrier  about 
this  afifair  3  and  that  fearches  were  made  by  the  police  in  vain. 

Let  us  lay  all  this  together,  and  it  will  be  pafl:  a  doubt,  that  the 
curate  had  received  his  anfwer  from  the  lieutenant  de  police, 
which  he  communicated  to  Mad.  Sanry  within  a  fortnight 
after  the  enlevement ;  that  he  wrote  to  Mr.  Berrier  January 
the  9th  17.50;  and  that  the  enlevement  happened  in  the  week,, 
preceding  Sunday,  the  q-th  of  January  1750.. 

Several  parts  of  the  parole  evidence  agree  befl;  with  this  reckon¬ 
ing-.  The  father’s  account  of  his  child’s  age,  between  twenty  and 
tvventy-two  months  old';  and  the  fifter’s  account  that  he  was  about 
twenty-one  months  old,  agree  only  with  this  reckoning. 

- 283.  H.  Mad.  Dumefnil  fays,  the  elevement  happened  five  or  fix. 

- 282.  G,  after  her  marriage  (which  Ihe  dates  on  June  the  lotli. 

1749)  ;  but  on  fearching  the  regifter  it  appears,  that  (he  was  mar- 


“  That  a  few  days  after  the  child  was  carried  off,  the  curate  fent  for  her,  andfaid  to 
“  her,  that  he  would  order  enquiries  to  be  made,  and  that  (he  might  return  to  him  in  eight 
“  or  ten  days  ;  that  (he  returned  to  the  curate’s  at  the  end  of  ten  or  twelve  days,  and  learned 
from  him  that  he  had  made  no  difcovery.” 

ned; 
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ried  on  July  the  loth  1749,  and  the  lixth  month  of  her  marriage  PPs3i.N°i 
was  between  December  10th  1749,  and  January  loth  1750. 


Mad.  Lanoue,  the  child’s  filler,  who  plays  about  the  21ft  of 
November  like  thq  other  witnefles,  has  thrown  m  a  word 
about  the  weather,  Pendant  qu’il  faifoit  froid.”  The  writer  of  D. 
thefe  papers  has  no' means  of  knowing  what  the  weatner  was  at 
Paris-  but  ia-the  place  where  he  lives,  he  is  affured,  that  the 
week  Wore  November  23d  was  no  frofl,  and  the  week  before 
Tanuary  4th  1750,  was.  The  numbers  are,  according  to  Reau- 
knur’s  tables,  from  Wednefday  November  19th  to  November  23d 
1749,  ...  II,  II,  13,  6,  6,  and  from  Wednefday  December  31ft 
1749  to  January  4th  1750,  .  . .  o,  1,  o,  2,  3,  below. 

It  fhould  be  obferved  too,  that  neither  of  the  gentlemen,  who 
have  independently  made  extradls  of  Dr.  Cotterel  s  letter,  have 
mentioned  any  date  of  the  enlevement :  which  is  of  itfelf  a  prooi 
that  it  happened  recently;  and  that  they  both  conlidered  the  date 
of  the  receipt  of  Dr.  Cotterel’s  letter  on  January  the  loth  1750, 
as  fufficient  to  afcertain  the  date  of  the  enlevement. 


p.  273.  B. 


Againft  this  pofitive  evidence  the  purfuers  employ  another  cri- 
ticifm.  They  obferve  from  the  record,  that  Dr.  Cotterel  had  in¬ 
formed  the  lieutenant  de  police,  that  Duvern^s  had  given  a  falfe  - 27,.  r. 

addrefs ;  which  could  not  be  known,  till  the  father  had  made 
fearch  for  him  ;  that  the  father  went  to  St.  Germain’s  on  his  way 

to  Rouen,  &c.  from  whence  he  wrote  to  his  wife,  that  he  could  not  - ^69.  r. 

find  his  child  ;  and  they  confirm  this  by  Dr.  Cotterel  s  teltimony, 
who  is  not  fure  but  he  may  have  mentioned  Rouen  in  his  letter  to 
Mr.  Berrier.  But  in  this  account  they  flip  over  feveral  circum- 
flances ;  the  father’s  firfl  journey  to  St.  Germain’s  was  on  the  p.  p.  286.  i. 

Monday  following  the  enlevement,  from  whence  he  returned  at  - ^95.  a, 

night,  without  having  found  Duvernes,  or  his  child. 
a  hifficient,  and  indeed  the  only  ground  for  faying,  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  had  given  a  falfe  addrefs ;  and  the  name  of  Rouen  might 
very  well  have  been  in  Dr.  Cotterel’s  letter,  even  fuppofing  it 
written  within  two  days  after  the  enlevement ;  for  on  the  very 
night  on  which  the  father  returned  from  St.  Germain’s,  Dumelnil  — .  k. 

(who  was  a  Havre  man)  advifed  his  journey  to  the  fea-ports. 

On  this  pretence  the  father  fet  himfelf  to  borrow  money,  and  it  d.  p.  272.E. 
is  highly  probable  applied  to  the  charity  of  Dr.  Cotterel,  who 
might  very  well  mention  this  his  intended  journey  in  his  letter  to 

the  police. 


D  2 


*  “  When  it  was  cold.” 
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General  Remarks  on  the  Cafe  of  Sanry.  Af.  1. 

3d.  The  laft  pofition  of  the  defender  is,  that  Sholto  was  at 
nurfe  in  another  place  from  the  time  of  his  birth  :  but  as  the 
proof  of  this  is  unneceflary  here,  and  nearly  connedted  with  the 
difpute  about  Pierre  la  Marre,  it  is  beft  to  defef  it,  that  both  may 
be  conlidered  together. 

SECT.  V. 

General  remarks  on  the  ccife  of  Sanry, 

TIP  ON  the"  whole  it  appears,  that  the  parole  evidence  is  too 
^  precarious  and  contradidtory  to  enable  us  to  determine  with 
certainty  either  the  perfons,  who  took  away  the  child,  or  the  date 
of  the  enlevement,  but,  if  Duvernes  wrote  his'name  in  the  book,^ 
as  depofed  by  Dumefnil  and  his  wife,  he  could  be  no  Britifh  per- 
fon : — if  both  ladies  fpoke  French,  and  were  tall  and  thin,  and  the 
oldeji  the  wife  of  Duvernes  •,  and  if  one  of  thefe  ladies  was  only 
from  thirty  to  thirty-five  years  of  age,  as  depofed  by  the  whole 
corps  of  witnefles,  they  could  as  little  be  lady  Jane  and  Mrs. 
Hewit.  The  defeription  of  the  child  wears  a  face  of  ftill  more 
authority ;  and  from  that  it  is  clear,  that  Sholto  could  not  be  the 
fon  of  Sanry,  becaufe  Sanry’s  child  was  marked  with  the  fmall- 
pox,  and  he  was  not;  becaufe  Sanry’s  child  had  a  breaft-rupture, 
and  he  had  none ;  and  becaufe  Sanry’s  child  could  Ipeak  and  walk 
before  he  was  taken  from  his  father’s,  and  Sholto  could  neither 
walk  or  fpeak  till  he  had  been  fome  time  in  England.  The  de¬ 
fender  is  ftill  happier  in  being  able  to  fhow  from  letters  and  re¬ 
cords  fuperior  to  all  fufpicion,  that  fir  John  Stewart  had  left  Paris 
before  the  22d  of  November  1749,  when  the  purfuers  pretend 
this  enlevement  happened  ;  and  that  Sanry’s  child  was  not  carried, 
off  till  a  few  days  before  the  loth  of  January  1750. 

A  remark  or  two  on  this  tranfad:ion  naturally  offer  themfelves.. 

I  ft.  In  looking  over  the  hiftory  of  the  difeevery  of  this  enleve¬ 
ment,  we  do  not  find,  that  there  was  one  moment  of  time,  in^which 
it  could  appear  to  an  unprejudiced  mind  applicable  to  fir  John. 
Stewart.  Mad.  Sanry  and  Le  Gris  told  the  purfuers  agent 
very  early,  that  the  child  was  marked  with  the  fmall-pox, 
had  a  breaft-rupture,  and  that  both  ladies  fpoke  French. — The 
ftory  firft  told  in  the  Condefcendance  of  Fadts  is  abfolutely  incom¬ 
patible  with  what  all  and  every  of  the  Rheims  witnefiTes  have  de¬ 
pofed  in  this  caufe  :  how  the  fame  came  into  the  Monitoire,  it 
becomes  not  a  foreigner  to  determine. 

How. 
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How  far  the  conduct  of  the  purfuers  in  the  Criminal  Proccfs  can 
be  juftified,  may  be  a  fubjedt  of  debate.  Certainly  every  Englifh^ 
man  has  juft  reafon  to  honour  the  conftitution  of  his  country, 
under  which  he  cannot  be  profecuted  criminally  on  a  charge, 
which  has  not  at  leaft  one  witnefs  to  fupport  it.  As  for  the 
amendments  fince  made  in  the  date  of  this  ftory,  they  are  purely 
the  refult  of  neceffity,  unfupported  by  the  leaft  fhadow  of  evi¬ 
dence,  and  equally  ineffedual  as  the  firft  account. 

2d.  We  cannot  help  being  ftruck  with  the  extraordinary  ufe, 
which  the  purfuers  made  of  this  incident.  The  arguments  of  the 
French  lawyers  in  defence  of  the  Tournelle  procefs  all  turn 
upon  the  notion,  that  the  crime  of  the  fuppofition  of  thefe  chil¬ 
dren  was  committed  in  France.  But  fo  long  as  the  evidence  went 
no  farther  than  to  prove,  that  the  children  had  ufurped  a  civil 
cftate  in  Scotland,  to  which  they  had  no  legal  right ;  or,  in  other 
words,  that  lady  Jane  was  not  brought  to  bed ;  what  was  this  to 
the  law  of  France  ?  Was  any  mortal  in  France  injured  by  it  ?  As 
foon  as  the  purfuers  could  alledge,  that  fir  John  Stewart  had 
ftolen  a  child  from  its  parents  at  Paris ;  then  the  ftate  of  the  cafe 
was  changed  y  then,  and  not  before,  the  Tournelle  procefs  had 
the  letter  of  the  law  in  its  defence. 

The  utility  of  this  tranfacftion  to  the  purfuers  was  not  lefs  on 
the  fide  of  popular  credit.  The  proof,  that  thefe  boys  were  the 
children  of  other  women,  is  in  its  nature  the  moft  fatisfadlory  of 
all  proofs  to  popular  judgments.  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  writes  thus 
to  baron  Muire  :  “  I  imagine  this  incident  will  foon  open  the  eyes  P.P.  594. 

of  all  the  adherents  of  the  other  party  :  it  has  come  like  a  thun- 
“  derbolt  upon  thofe  concerned  for  them  here.” — The  prodigious 
effed:,  which  the  ftory  had  upon  the  minds  of  all  who  heard  it,  is 
in  every  one’s  memory,  and  appears  in  many  points  of  the  prooE 
Mad.  Dumefnil  depofes,  that  Ihe^ learned  from  the  Moni-  284.  g. 
tgire,  that  the  child  about  which  (he  depofe&  is  dead.  And.  there 
is  a  remarkable  circumftance  in  the  condud  of  Mr.  Tangier  de 

Beaurecueil,  curate  of  St.  Marguerite,  whom  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart - 59^.  l-- 

reprefents  as  a  man  of  good  fenfe,  and  a  very  decent,  becoming 
behaviour,  when  Mad.  Mignon,.  the  mother  of  the  other  child; 
which  was  loft,  came  to  him  in  revelation;,  he  told  her  “  ^  en 
“  badinant,  ces  perfonnes,  qui  vous  ont  enleve  1’ enfant,  n’ont  597- 


*  “  He  told  her  in  joke,  that  the  perfons  who  carried  away  her  child,  did  not  mean  to  do 

**  him  any  harm,  as  you  fee  they  have  made  him  a  of  Scotland,  with  an  ellate  of 
three  or.  four  hundred  thoufand.livres  a  year.* **  ' 

pas- 
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«  pas  voulu  lui  faire  du  mal,  comme  vous  voyez,  puis  qu’ils 
«  Tout  fait  pair  d’  EcolTe,  avec  trois  ou  quatre  cent  milles  livres 
“  de  rente.”  This  encouragement  might  eafily  have  turned  a 
wifer  head  and  honefter  heart  than  Mad.  Mignon’s. 

3.  The  prefumptive  arguments,  which  arife  from  this  tranfac- 
clearly  in  favour  of  the  defender. -“"It  has  been  feen,  in 
what  an  almoft  miraculous  manner  he  has  been  able  to  afcertain 
the  precife  time  of  fir  John  Stewart  and  lady  Jane’s  departure 
froni  Rheims  to  England,  to  the  difgrace  of  fundry  of  the  pur- 
fuers  witneffes,  who,  in  order  to  prove  that  he  was  really  at  Paris 
at  the  time  this  enlevement  was  then  thought  to  have  happened, 
fwore  moft  pointedly  to  his  refidence  at  Rheims  long-  after  he  is 
now  admitted  to  have  been  on  the  road  to  England  :  and  in  what 
a  no  lefs  remarkable  manner  he  has  been  able  to  fix,  beyond  a 
doubt,  that  this  enlevement  did  not  happen,  till  fir  John  and  his 
children  were  in  England. — There  are  one  or  two  more  fa(fts,  on 
which  a  farther  prefumption  may  be  founded,  which  remain  to  be 
mentioned. 

'  All  the  letters  written  by  the  family,  during  the  time  that  Sholto 
was  faid  to  be  at  nurfe,  reprefent  him  as  a  puny,  weak,  and  deli¬ 
cate  »  child  :  he  appeared  the  fame  to'  the  perfons  ”  who  firfl:  faw 
him  at  Rheims,  and  in  England. 

Sholto  is  univerfally  allowed  to  be  the  very  pidture  "  of  lady  Jane 
Douglas. 

Thus  ends  the  cafe  of  the  firfl  enlevement.  It  is  needlefs  to 
enumerate  here  the  miftakes,  which  are  not  relative  to  the  caufe ; 
tEough  the  fad:  of  the  enlevement  is  acknowledged,  and  pafied  in 
the  compafs  of  a  week,  they  would  more  than  fill  a  page.  It  may 
perhaps  be  ufeful  to  produce  fome  of  them  in  the  iequel,  as  in- 
flances  of  involuntary  error  3  they  will  ferve  to  vindicate  the  cha¬ 
racters  of  fome  witnefies,  who  are  accufed  of  wilful  perjury 
for  miftakes  in  fuch  circumftances,  as  human  nature  cannot 
reach. 


S  E  C  t. 
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SECT.  VI. 

A  general fiate  of  Mignons  cafe. 


I 


T  Is  difficult  to  colled:  fuch  a  ftate  of  this  enlevement  as  (hall 
be  free  of  all  fufpicion.  The  following  few  circumftances  are 
put  together,  not  becaufe  they  are  all  of  entire  credit,  but  becaufe 
they  are  fuch  as  the  defender  will  not,  and  the  purfuers  dare  not, 
deny. 


A  gentleman  applied  feveral  times  to  Mad.  Guynette  (a  P.  P.  193. 1.. 
woman  who  fold  bifcuits  at  the  gate  of  Notre  Dame,  and  who 
has  been  dead  fome  years),  and  aiked  her,  if  (he  could  procure 
him  a  child,  which  had  blue  eyes  :  upon  which  ffie  fpoke  to  a 
Mad.  Charlan  (lately  deceafed),  who  carried  her  child  to  the  ^ 
gentleman  “3  but  ffie  refufed  to  give  her  child:  after  which,  *  — 

Mad.  Guynette,  at  the  gentleman’s  defire,  made  the  fame  propofal 
to  Mad.  Mignon,  who  brought  her  child  to  the  gate  of  Notre 
Dame  the  fame  afternoon.  '  — d. 


The  child  was  called  Jaques  Louis,  and  born  on  the  28th  of 
June  1748.  The  gentleman  having  examined  the  child,  and 
feeing  that  he  had  blue  eyes,  a  white  complexion,  and  fair  eye-  *26.  u, 
brows,  found  him  to  his  tafle  5  and  bade  the  mother  return  with 
him  the  next  day.  Accordingly  on  the  next  day,  which 
Mr.  Mignon  is  fure  was  a  Thurfday,  Mad.  Mignon  and  her  "gg 

hufband  went  with  the  child,  and  found  the  gentleman  and  a  _ 

young  woman  with  him  y  the  child  was  new  drefl  at  a  book. - 227,  e. 

feller’s  (one  Mad.  Edouard’s)  oppofite  to  the  church; 
mother  received  three  louis-d’ors,  and  the  gentleman,  the  demoi- 
felle,  and  the  child,  went  off  in  a  hackney  coach ;  neither  Mig¬ 
non  nor  his  wife  having  once  thought  proper  to  afk  the  gentle¬ 
man  his  name  or  abode. 


The  application  of  this  fiiory  to  fir  John  Stewart,  lady  Jane,: 
and  Mrs.  Hewit,  depends,  as  that  of  Sanry  did, 

iff.  On  the  fimilitude  of  circumftances  and  perfons. 

2d.  On  the  refemblance  of  Mr.  Douglas  to  young  Mignon.. 

3d.  On  the  coincidence  of  time  to  the  birth  of  Mr.  Douglas. 

There  are  but  three  living  witneffes  to  the  enlevement ;  the 
father  and  mother  of  the  child,  and  Mad.  Edouard,  who- 
remembers  nothing  of  confequence.  We  muft  firft  obferve,, 

how/ 
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how  fir  John  Stewart  is  affeded  by  this  ftory,  fuppofing  thefe 
witnefTes  to  be  people  of  credit :  we  lhall  afterwards  fee  what 
reafon  there  may  be  to  miftruft  them. 

SECT.  VII. 

Of  the  perfons,  who  bought  Mignons  child, 

T THTH  refpeft  to  the  fimilitude  of  circumftances  and  perfons, 
here  feems  to  be  a  total  want  of  application  either  to  fir 
John  Stewart,  or  lady  Jane,  or  Mrs.  Hewit. 

The  Mignons  fay,  that  the  gentleman  wanted  to  borrow  two 
p.p.  227.B.  children  to  confole  a  lady,  who  was  lately  brought  to  bed  of 
—  233.K.  twins,  which  were  dead  j  and  that,  if  he  could  procure  but 
one,  he  faid  he  would  tell  the  lady,  that  the  other  was  weak  and 
hckly.  Thefe  circumftances  may  be  accidental ;  though  perhaps 
we  may  find  another  way  of  accounting  for  them.  The  purfuers 
furely  will  not  reft  upon  them ;  they  do  not  fuppofe  that  lady 
Jane  was  really  delivered  of  two  dead  children  j  and  they  cannot 
believe,  that  fir  John  was  fo  totally  void  of  common  fenfe,  as  to 
trick  thefe  people  of  their  child,  and  at  the  fame  time  truft  them 
with  fuch  circumllances  of  the  cafe  as  would  have  infallibly  led 
to  a  difcovery.  He  did  not  run  away  from  them  ;  he  went  and 
Mem.P.  168,  lodged  (foon  after  the  date  of  this  tranfaftion)  at  an  hotel-garnie, 
and,  as  the  purfuers  now  confefs,  gave  in  his  name  in  his  own  hand¬ 
writing  to  the  people  of  the  houfe.  Both  in  letters  from  hence 
and  afterwards  from  Rheims  he  defcribed  the  youngeft  child  as 
weak,  and  fickly ;  and  faid,  that  they  concealed  his  condition 
from  lady  Jane.  Had  the  Mignons  applied  to  the  police,  (and 
what  but  their  own  guilt  prevented  them)  or  had  their  honefter 
neighbours  brought  the  affair  before  the  police,  they  would  foon 
have  learnt  the  news  of  a  foreign  gentleman,  who  gave  out  that 
his  wife  was  delivered  of  male  twins  they  would  have  heard  the 
ftory  of  the  weak  child  gone  into  the  country  j  and  been  told, 
that  one  of  the  children  was  fair,  with  blue  eyes  and  light  hair, 
fuch  as  they  loft.  It  is  impoflible  to  fuppofe  that  fir  John  and 
lady  Jane  were  fo  void  of  fenfe,  as  this  conduct  would  reprefent 
them. 

With  regard  to  the  perfons  of  thefe  adventurers  the  purfuers 
confefs,  that  the  woman  defcribed  by  the  Mignons  does  not  iii 
Mem.  pt.  3d,  every  refpeft  refemble  either  lady  Jane  or  Mrs.  Hewit:  they 
P-^57*  might  have  faid,  that  neither  the  man  or  woman  have  any  re- 
femblance  to  Sir  John  Stewart  or  his  company.  The  woman  is 

alfez 


Sed.  7.  Of  the  Perfons  who  bought  Mig?2ons  ChikL 


it 


it 


a 


t  { 


it 


it 


te 


it 


a 


23s 

234- 

201. 

203. 


236. 

230. 

236. 


235- 


25 

affez  replette,  d’une  bonne  corporance  s  afTez  grofie,  age  de ’PP.229 
30  a  35  ans  tout  au  plus  almoft  as  tall  ^  as  the  gentleman, 
and  fpeaks  French  %  and  looks  like  a  chamber-maid  h  Not  one  = - 
word  of  all  this  is  pretended  to  have  the  fmalleft  refemblance  to  the  __ 
defcription  given  by  the  Michel  family  of  lady  Jane  or  Mrs.  Plewit. 

The  gentleman  is  about  five  feet  and  one  inch  French  meafure 
in  height'll  thefe  perfons  are  faid  to  be  foreigners  by  ignorant  “ - 
people,  who  are  no  competent  judges  3  and  it  is  certain  they 
were  not  Englifh.  The  report  indeed  foon  ran,  that  they  were  fo  3  — 
but  Mignon  owns,  that  he  was  the  author  of  it  3  for  his  wife  fays,  — 
he  told  her  fo,  and  that  otherwife  Ihe  fhould  not  have  fufpeded  it.  _ 
Mignon  being  afked,  how  he  knows  an  Englifliman,  when  he  g. 
fees  him  3  anfwers,  “  Qu’il  ne  diftingueroit  pas  les  Anglois  de 
tous  autres  etrangers,  ne  connoiffant  pas  la  diderence  des  lan- 
gues  3  qu’il  ne  pouroit  non  plus  les  diflinguer  par  leur  vifage, 
leur  mines,  ou  leur  corporance  3  qu’il  les  diflingueroit  mieux 
par  leur  habits  3  que  la  feule  maniere  dont  il  put  les  dif- 
tinguer  par  leur  habillemens,  c’eft,  qu’ils  ont  un  petit  cha¬ 
peau,  des  manches  en  bottes,  &  des  habits  de  couleur  bleau- 
atre  -f He  had  juft  before  defcribed  the  perfon  who  took 
away  his  child  as  “  .portant  peruque  avec  une  bourfe,  autant  — 

“  qu’il  peut  s’en  fouvenir,  un  habit  tout  uni  de  couleur  candle, 

“  un  chapeau  tout  uni  fin  a  grands  bords,”  diredly  the  reverie  to 
his  defcription  of  an  Englifhman. 

SECT.  VIII. 

Of  the  perfon  of  young  Mignon  compared  with  Mr .  Douglas. 

'"pHE  comparifon  of  the  perfons  of  the  children  is  attended 
A  with  ftill  lefs  difficulty.  There  are  two  arguments,  which  feem 
convincing,  ift.  Mignon’s  child  was  born  June  28th.  All  the  Mig¬ 
non  witnefles  agree,  that  he  was  a  ftrong,  healthy,  and  large 
child  of  his  age,  when  he  was  taken  away. 

Mad.  Mignon  fays  he  was  “  forte  &  robufte  =>.”  Mad.  Du-  a. 
mefnil,  that  he  was  “  +  beau,  bien  fort,  le  vifage  'rond,  &  potele.” 

*  “  Pretty  full,  rather  corpulent,  pretty  fat,  and  from  thirty  to  thirty-five  years  at  moft.” 

f  “That  he  could  not  diilinguifh  the  Englilh  from  other  foreigners,  as  he  does  not  know 
“  the  difference  of  languages  ;  that  he  could  as  little  diftinguifh  them  by  their  faces,  their 
“  manners,  or  their  fize  ;  that  he  could  diftinguifh  them  better  by  their  drefs ;  and  that  the 
“  only  manner  in  which  he  could  diftinguilh  them  by  their  drefs,  is,  that  they  have  little 

“  hats,  round  cuffs,  and  blueifh-coloured  cloaths. - He  had  juft  before  defcribed  the 

“  perfon,  who  took  away  the  child,  as  wearing  a  bag-wig,  fo  far  as  he  could  remember, 

“  a  plain  cinnamon-coloured  coat,  and  a  broad-brimmed  plain  hat. 

X  “  Big  and  ftrong  3  big  and  very  ftrong  with  a  round  and  plump  face  ;  a  big  and  fine 

child.”  '  Tv/r  j 
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cp.p.zoo,  A.  Mad.  Odeneau  calls  him  ‘‘  un  gros  '  et  bel  enfant.” — Lady  Jane’s 
child  was  delivered  to  nurfe  Favre  on  the  2 2d  of  July,  when 
Mignon’s  large,  round,  and  flrong  child  was  above  double  the 
reputed  age  of  Mr.  Douglas.  Mad.  Favre’s  defcription  of  the 
child  muft  be  quoted  at  length,  as  it  has  undergone  the  critique 
of  the  purfuers.  She  fays,  “  ^  que  lorfque  I’enfant  lui  a  ete  donn^, 
“  il  pouvoit  avoir  trois  femaines  ou  un  mois ;  qu’il  etok  alors  en  fi 
“  mauvais  etat,  qu’on  ne  lui  auroit  pas  donne  8  jours mais  qu’il 
“  n’avoit  plus  la  couleur  rouge,  que  les  enfans  nouveaux  nes  ont. 
“  ordinairement  8  ou  10  jours  j  qu’il  n’avoit  plus  le  ventre  en- 
toure  de  bandes,  etat  dans  lequel  on  les  tient  jufqu’a  ce  que 
«  le  cordon  du  nombril  foit  tombe,  &  que  I’enfant  avoit  paffe  ce 
“  terns.”  The  purfuers  tell  us,  that  (he  imagined  him  three 
Mem.  pt.  3.  weeks  or  a  month  old  :  a  ftrange  inference  from  this  quotation  ! 

She  fays  exprefsly,  that  fhe  had  no  reafon  to  think  him  above 
eight  days  old,  except  that  the  red  colour  of  a  new-born  child 
was  gone  off,  and  the  navel- firing  fallen,  and  the  roller  taken 
away  :  what  (he  adds,  that  he  might  be  three  weeks  or  a  month 
old,  is  no  proof  that  (lie  really  thought  him  fo  ;  on  the  contrary, 
it  is  a  proof  of  the  miferable  e(fe6ts  of  the  Monitoire,  and  popu¬ 
lar  clamour,  which,  though  it  did  not  influence  this  honeft  wo¬ 
man  to  fay  an  untruth,  engaged  her  to  prepare  a  retreat  againft 
that  weight  of  contrary  evidence,  with  which  fhe  was  threatened  5. 
which  perhaps  overbore  in  her  mind  the  teftimony  of  her  own 
fenfes,  and  made  her  believe  that  (he  had  nurfed  Mignon’s  child. 
Her  pofitive  telHmony  is  clear,  that  the  child  was  no  more  than- 
ten  or  twelve  days  old.  He  might  poflTibly,  according  to  her,  be 
three  weeks  or  a  month  old,  but  l)y  no  means  three  months  ;  an 
age  at  which  Mad..  Mignon  fays  hef  child  might  have  palfed  with- 
thofe,  who  did  not  know  his  real  age. 

Again ;  the  circumftance  in  the  Mignon’s  (lory  the  moft  fre¬ 
quently  and  pofltively  repeated,  is,  that  the  child  which  the 
^P.  P.193.L.  gentleman  wanted  ^  the  child  Charlan  %  which  his  mother  would 

" - 200.B.  -y^rith,  and  the  child  Mignon,  which  he  got,  were  fair, 

’  - 205-^-  with  blue  eyes  and  white  hair. — The  purfuers  do  not  deny  this; 

■ - Z05.1.  nor  do  they  deny,  that  the  child  Archibald  ^  was  as  different  from 

f  19?  rf  thefe  children,  as  one  child  can  well  be  from  another.  They  had. 

I93-D*  made  great  ufe  of  the  dark  eyes,  hair,  and  complexion  of  Mr. 


i  226. D. 


*  “  That  when  the  child  was  given  to  her,  he  might  have  been  three  weeks  or  a  month, 
old;  that  he  was  then  in  fo  bad  a  condition,  that  one  would  not  have  taken  him  for- 
“  eight  days  old ;  but  that  he  had  not  the  red  colour  which  new-born  children  ordinarily 
“  have  for  eight  or  ten  days,  and  that  his  belly  was  not  tied  about  with  bands  ;  in  which 
“  ftate  children  are  kept  till  the  navel-ltring  ia,  fallen  and  that  the  child  had  palled  this 
“  time.” 

'  Douglas 
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Douglas  at  Rheims,  as  a  prefumptive  argument,  that  he  was 
not  the  brother  of  Sholto,  whofe  eyes  were  blue  and  his  hair 
fair  :  it  is  an  acknowledged  fa(5t,  therefore,  that  Archibald  ap¬ 
peared  at  Rheims  a  brown  child,  with  dark  brown  eyes,  and 
black  hair. 

The  purfuers  combat  this  difficulty  with  a  remark  or  two. 

I  ft.  They  bring  feveral  perfons  to  obferve  g,  and  the  witnefles  sp.p.2i6.l: 

of  the  Mignon  and  Charlan  families  are  eager  enough  to  fay  of _ ^75-o- 

themfelves  \  that  eyes  and  hair  may  change;  fo  they  may,  that  - 481. b. 

is,  to  afhade  or  more  of  the  fame  colour  in  a  courfe  of  time; 

but  none  of  thefe  witnefles,  nor  any  one  elfe,  ever  heard  of  an  - 203. f. 

entire  change  of  eyes,  hair,  and  complexion,  worked  in  the  com- 
pafs  of  a  month. 

2d.  They  tell  us,  that  the  complexion  and  colour  of  the  eye 

is  not  fixt  and  determinate  in  children  fo  very  young  as  this  was.  - 

Then  all  that  their  own  numerous  witneflfes  to  this  enlevement  - JgL’A*. 

have  fworn  about  eyes  and  complexion  is  falfe  ;  or  this  child  was 
not  fo  young  as  they  pretend,  when  he  was  taken  away  :  neither 
of  which  will  they  choofe  to  own.  What  is  a  mere  criticifm  in 
the  purfuers  memorial,  is  become  an  hardy  aflhrtion  in  the  corredt 
publication  of  the  writer  of  Edinburgh ;  and  we  are  told  at  page 
in  diredt  contempt  of  near  thirty  witneflfes,  “  that  a  child 
every  way  correfponding  to  the  child  of  lady  Jane  adtually 
was  picked  up.*’ 

There  is  a  circumftance  in  the  drefs  of  the  child,  which  is  con- 
fidered  by  the  purfuers  as  an  argument  of  fufpicion.  When 
Archibald  was  delivered  to  nurfe  Favre,  ftie  depofes,  that  his 
drefs  was  as  follows.  “  ^  Que  I’enfant  avoit  du  fort  beau  linge,  p.  p.  140.  l; 
“  et  des  dentelles  magnifiques  fur  fes  braflieres  etfur  fes  cornettes, 

‘  et  qu’au  lieu  des  langes  de  futaine  par  deflbus,  et  de  moleton  par 
deflfus ;  et  qui  font  I’ufage  pour  les  enfans  des  gens,  comme  il 
faut,  il  avoit  des  langes  de  linge  pique  par  deflfous,  et  un  lange 
**  de  couverture  de  laine  par  deflfus.  Here  is  fomething,  which 
did  not  pleafe  the  French  nurfe.  The  purfuers  endeavour  to 
point  out  in  this  defcription  a  part  of  the  drefs  of  Mignon’s 

(aj  Lord  Alemoor. 


*  “  That  the  child  had  fine  linen  and  magnificent  laces  upon  his  waiftcoats  and  upon  his 
«  caps ;  and  that,  in  place  of  fwaddling-cloaths  of  fuftian  below  and  of  fwan-flcin  above,  which 
«  it  is  ufualfor  the  children  of  people  of  fafhion  to  have,  he  had  fwaddling-cloaths  oi 
i^uilted  linen  below,  and  a  fwaddling-cloth  of  common  fiannel  above.” 

E  2  child. 
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child,  which  was  left  upon  him,  when  he  was  taken  from  his 
P.  P.226.  L.  parents.  Mad.  Mignon’s  words  are,  “Elle  remarqua,  qu’au  lieu 
“  d’une  lange  pique,  ils  n’avoient  apporte  qu’un  linge  double,  com- 
“  me  un  tete  d’oreiller ;  furquoi  elle  dit  que  ce  n’etoit  pa.'^  capable 
de  foutenir  les  reins  de  Ton  enfant ;  furquoi  la  depofant  mit 
“  celui  qu’elle  avoit  apportee,  &  lui  mit  une  bande  aes  fienne, 
“  parce  qu’elle  etoit  plus  fort  que  les  leurs,  pour  foutenir  les 
**  reins  de  I’enfant 


Mem.  pt.  3d. 
p.  262. 


P.P.  222.  L, 

^  -  248. B. 

-  196  L. 

- 200.  D. 


The  purfuers  obferve  on  thefe  quotations,  ‘‘  That  the  circum- 
Jiance  of  the  fame  piece  of  drefs  in  both  children  being  different  in 
“  quality  from  the  reft  is  mofi  frikmg!'  One  cannot  but  be  druck 
with  this  alTertion.  The  undermofl  fwaddling-cloth  of  all  chil¬ 
dren  is  of  different  quality  from  the  red,  for  it  is  linen.  By  re¬ 
ferring  to  the  word  lange  in  Richelet’s  Dictionary,  we  may  learn 
how  a  French  child  is  drelTed.  A  French  child  has  three  lajtges  y 
the  outermod  is  dannel  3  the  next  within  it  is  fometimes  dannel, 
but  generally  dimmity  ;  the  third,  next  the  fhirt,  is  linen,  either 
plain  or  quilted,  but  fo  generally  quilted,  that  this  piece  is  ufually 
called  le  lafige  pique.  In  England  it  is  always  quilted,  and  in  the 
nurfe’s  language  is  called  the  child’s  Bed.  The  gentleman  who  took 
Mignon’s  child,  though  he  did  not  fpare  expence,  brought  only  a 
piece  of  double  linen  to  put  next  the  child’s  fhirt :  this  Mad.  Mig¬ 
non  did  not  approve  :  fhe  put  on  him  her  own  lange  pique,  and 
fadened  it  with  her  own  band  or  roller,  “  pour  foutenir  fes  reins.” 
This  was  all  the  change  die  made  :  the  gentleman  had  brought  le 
lange  de  futaine  ^  and  all  other  parts  of  the  drefs  proper  and  even 
magnificent  k 


Nurfe  Favre  is  embarraffed  with  the  Englifh  manner  of  fwad- 
dling  :  indead  of  flannel,  dimmity,  and  linen,  our  nurfes  put  dim¬ 
mity,  flannel,  and  linen ;  and  the  outermod  fwaddling-cloth  of 
dimmity  is  large  and  loofe,  and  the  child  is  fometimes  left  with¬ 
out  it;  as  lady  Jane’s  child  probably  was,  when  the  French  nurfe 
received  it  in  the  month  of  July.  This  led  her  to  compare  the 
tv/o  coverings  of  dannel  and  quilted  linen,'  which  fhe  found  up¬ 
on  the  child,  with  the  two  outermod  of  the  trois  langes  ufed  in 
a  French  nurfery.  She  drd  took  off  the  dannel,  and  then  came  to 
the  lange  pique^  when  fhe  expedled  dimmity.  This  was  plainly 


f  “  She  obferved,  that  in  place  of  a  quilted  fwaddliag-cloth,  they  had  only  brought,  a 
“  piece  of  double  linen,  like  a  pillow-cafe  j  upon  which  fhefaid,  that  it  was  not  fufficieut  to 
“  fupport  the  reins  of  her  child  ;  upon  which  the  deponent  put  on  the  child  that  which  (he 
“  had  brought,  and  put  on  him  a  band  of  her  own,  becaufe  it  was  ftronger  than  theirs  for 
“  fupporting  the  child’s  reins.” 

the 
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ihe  cafe  ;  for  both  an  Englifli  and  a  French  child  have  always  trois 
lances,  three  fwaddling-cloths,  though  in  a  different  order  :  yet 
nurfe  Favre  mentions  only  two  ;  becaufe  the  loofe  outer  covering 
of  lady  Jane’s  child  did  not  correfpond  to  her  idea  of  a  French 
lanze.  What  fhe  remarks  in  Archibalds  drefs,  as  impioper  lor 
the  children  “  des  gens  comme  il  faut,”  was  the  lame,  common 
flannel,  inftead  of  moleton,  fwan-lkin  ;  and  this  happened  only  be¬ 
caufe  in  Emrland  the  flannel  is  not  the  outer  covering  of  parade, 
and  in  France  it  is.  What  Mad.  Mignon  left  upon  her  child  was 
only  linen,  over  which  fhe  put  the  roller.^  In  Mr.  D’An^ou’s  re-  P.  P.  i 
port  it  is  called  “  le  lange  pique,”  a  piece  of  drefs,  which  has 
nothing  in  it  particular  ;  but  is  common  to  all  children,  as  well 
Englilh  as  French.  The  writer  of  thefe  papers  had  not  trouWed 
himfelf  to  inveftigate  this  circumftance,  if  he  had  not  lufpetted 
■what  he  now  knows,  that  nurfe  Favre’s  remark  was  founded  on 
the  difference  of  the  Englifh  and  French  nurfery;  and  was  a 
proof,  that  the  child’s  cloaths  were  really  made  by  lady  Jane  s  fer- 
vants,  and  put  on  by  the  care  of  Mrs.  Hewit. 

Notwithftanding  this  politive  evidence,  that  what  nurfe  Favre 
obferved  as  improper  was  flannel ;  and  that  what  Mad.  Mignon 
left  on  her  child  was  linen ;  we  are  ftill  told,  in  the  eloquent  lan-- 
guage  of  Mr.  Anderfon,  p.  227  {a),  “  that  the  circumftance  of 
‘‘  the  child’s  drefs,  depofed  to  by  Mignon,  and  confirmed  by  Mad. 

“  Favre,  is  remarkable.”  If  the  writer  of  thefe  papers  under- 
ftands  what  is  meant  by  confirming  the  child’s  drefs,  the  P.ejfo'] 
here  quoted  would  have  us  to  believe,  that  nurfe  Favre  criticifed 
the  fame  piece  of  drefs,  which  Mad.  Mignon  left  on  her  child. 


S  E  C  T.  IX. 

Of  the  time  of  the  enlevement  of  Mignon  s  child. 

HE  next  thing  to  be  confidered  is  the  time.  If  the  father 
and  mother  of  the  child  may  be  believed,  this  can  be  no  other 

than  Thurfdayjuly  nth  1748-  The  father  fwears  pofiUvely  that 

it  was  on  a  Thurfday  that  the  child  was  lent,  as  he  calls  it  ; 

Croit^  que  c’etoit  le  9'  ou  10  Juillet;  croit  que  1  enfant^n  _a- 
“  voit  que  12 '  ou  1 3  jours  tout  au  plus,  etant  ne  le  28  Juin  . 

fa )  Lord  Elliock. 


T 


'P.F 


.  ..  Believes,  .hat  it  »as  the  9*  or  0^000’’“ °"‘- 

..  twelve  ot  thirteeB  days  old  at  moll,_as  he  was  bom  the  aSth  of  June. 


101. I. 


.  234. B, 
-236. C. 

-  234.  B. 
-236. B. 


30  0/  the  Time  of  the  Enlevement  Aff.  L 

«P.P.229.E.  The  mother  fwears  %  “  que  Tenfant  pouvoit  avoir  13  ou  14 
“  jours,  attendu  qu’il  etoit  ne  le  2%  Juin  1748  ;  &  qu’elle  croit, 
“  que  le  jour  qu’elle  donna  Tenfant  etoit  le  9  ou  10  de  Juillet, 
“  qu’elle  compte  meme  quec’etoit  un  Jeudi  •!*.”  Thefe  witneffes 
certainly  fpeak  of  a  matter  within  their  own  knowledge ;  and,  if 
we  credit  them,  leave  no  doubt  that  the  child  was  taken  away 
on  Thurfday  the  nth  of  July  1748,  when  it  was  thirteen  days 
old. 

But  this  date  of  the  enlevement  is  inconfiftent  with  the  alibi 
evidence  of  Godefroi ;  the  purfuers  therefore  retire  to  their  old 
logic,  and,  as  they  wilhed  to  prove  that  Sanry’s  child  was  taken 
away  a  week  fooner  than  their  own  evidence  had  declared,  they 
now  inlift  that  Mignon’s  child  was  taken  away  a  week  later  than 

all  their  own  witneftes  have  fworn  it  was. 

«> 

In  order  to  this  they  obferve,  that  feveral  of  the  witneftes  to  the 
time  date  the  enlevement  by  counting  backwards  from  the  feaft 

_ 218.  H.  Clair,  the  patronefs  of  the  glafs  manufadlory.  St.  Clair’s 

- 218.B.  day  is  regularly  July  18  ;  but  it  appears  by  the  books  of  the  fra¬ 
ternity,  that  this  feaft  was  deferred  in  1748  till  July  22.  Mr. 
Mortier  and  his  regifter  were  not  produced  in  evidence  by  the 

- - 144.G.  purfuers  till  May  20*1765,  when  Mr.  DuruilTeau’s  evidence  had 

failed  them,  and  they  were  determined  to  remove  the  alibi  proof 
from  Michel’s  to  Godefroi’s.  The  witneftes  to  the  Mignon-ftory 
had  all  been  examined  the  winter  before  j  and  it  is  to  be  obferved, 
that  not  one  of  thefe  witneftes  take  notice  of  the  change  in  the 
day  of  the  feaft  ;  they  fpeak  generally  of  St.  Clair’s  day.  The 
purfuers  however  would  have  us  underftand  them  to  reckon,  not 
from  the  ordinary  day  of  the  feaft  July  the  i8th,  but  from  the  day 
the  feaft  was  held  in  1748,  which  would  bring  the  date  of  the  en¬ 
levement  four  days  later  than  the  words  at  firft  fight  feem  to 
mean  y  from  hence  they  take  the  liberty  to  fhift  it  feven  days  la¬ 
ter,  and  fix  it  at  laft  on  St.  Clair’s  day,  July  18,  only  four  days 
before  the  feaft  was  held. 

But,  unfortunately  for  the  purfuers,  the  father  and  mother  of 
the  child,  the  only  living  witneftes  to  the  fadl  who  mention  the 
time,  do  not  fpeak  of  St.  Clair’s  day ;  but  reckon  forward  from 
the  child’s  birth.  The  authority  of  the  other  witneftes  is  founded 
on  their  report  and  common  fame  :  fuch  as  it  is,  it  either  con¬ 
firms  the  parents  reckoning,  or  overthrows  the  whole  applica¬ 
tion  of  this  ftory  to  fir  John  Stewart. 


*t  "That  the  child  might  be  about  thirteen  or  fourteen  days  old,  as  he  was  born  the  28th 
^74^5  believes,  that  the  day  flie gave  away  the  child  was  ihegth  or  lothof 
July ;  and  even  thinks  that  it  was  on  a  Thurfday.” 

For 


Sed.  9.  of  Migmns  Child, 

For  inftance,  Mad.  D’Eftamps,  the  mother  of  Mad.  Charlan, 
fays  it  happened  when  Antoine  Charlan,  the  firft  boy  wlio  was 
fhewn  to  the  gentleman,  was  two  months  old.  He  was  born 
May  the  2 2d  :  this  carries  the  enlevement  to  July  the  2 2d  or 
23d,  when  fir  John  Stewart  was  at  Michefs  with  the  child,  and 
St.  Clair’s  feafi:  was  pad. 

Mad.  Faillo,  fiftertoMad.  Charlan,  fays,  Antoine  Charlan  was 
not  more  than  fix  weeks  old ;  which  fets  the  enlevement  on  the 
3d  or  4th  of  July;  before  fir  John  Stewart  came  to  Paris:  and 
with  her  Mad.  Charlan  herfelf  concurred. 

Mary  Guinette  fwears,  it  was  a  week  or  a  fortnight  before  ot. 
Clair’s  day,  which,  counting  from  July  22d,  carries  back  the  en¬ 
levement  to  the  15th  or  8th  July. 

Mad.  Odeneau,  Mignon’s  landlady,  fays  it  was  fome  days  be¬ 
fore  the  feafi:  of  St.  Clair. 

Mad.  Flon,  who  lent  Mad.  Mignon  her  child  to  preferve  her 
milk,  fays,  the  child  was  12  or  15  days  old;  which  puts  the  en¬ 
levement  between  the  10th  and  the  13th  July. 

Mad.  Dumont  fays,  that  the  child  v^as  fixteen  or  feventeen  days 
old,  or  three  weeks;  that  it  was  given  away  before  the  feafi:  of 
St.  Clair,  which  is  always  on  the  18th  of  July. 

Mad.  Sommet  believes,  that  the  child  was  three  weeks  or  a 
month  old ;  which  places  the  enlevement  between  the  19th  and 

28th  July. 

Mad.  Baudouln,  Mad.  Mignon’s  filler,  fays,  fhe  knows  the 
child  was  twelve  or  thirteen  days  old ;  which  fixes  the  time  to  the 
iqth  or  I  ith  of  July. 

This  detail  may  appear  probably  of  little  confequence^  to  the 
real  merits  of  the  caufe ;,  it  will  ferve  however  as  an  inflance 
to  {hew,  how  eafy  it  is  for  an  able  advdeate  to  create  a  proof 
without  evidence,  or  even  againfi:  it.  For  of  thefe  nine  witnefiTes 
only  Mad.  Odeneau,  who  fpeaks  quite  indeterminately,  can  ferve 
the  purfuers.  Four  of  them  exprefly  fupport  the  Mignons’  evi¬ 
dence  ;  and  the  Charlans  entirely  exclude  the  application  of  this^ 
ilory  to  fir  John  Stewart. 

There  is  flill  a  circumftance  relative  to  the  time  of  the  enleve¬ 
ment,  which  furely  deferves  attention.  Mad.  Mignon  has  accident-, 
ally  dropped  a  word,  in  her  depofition,  about  a  certain  mafs.  This 
too  was  amongfi:  the  firfi:  circnmftances,  which  fhe  told  the  pur- 
fiiers’  agent  on  Auguft  9th  17O3.  She  fays  of  this  mafs,  “ 


2  2  Of  the  "Time  of  the  Enlevement^  Aff.  1. 

P.P.  1102.  B.  ‘‘  la  fit  dire  au  St.  Efprlt  avant  de  donner  fon  enfant,  le  jour  qu’elle 
- 228  F.  «  le  donna,  pour  favoir  ce  que  Dieu  lui  infpireroit 

D.P.2S5.B.  Mr.  de  la  Haye,  the  facriftan  of  the  hofpital  of  St.  Efprit, 
has  fearched  his  regifter,  and  finds,  that  the  firfi;  mafs  faid  in  the 
name  of  Mad.  Mignon  after  the  birth  of  the  child  was  on  March 
loth  1749.  The  regifter  contains  thefe  words  :  “  1749,  10  Mars 
Mde.  Mignon  —  lum.  — ”  which  Mr.  de  la  Haye  explains  to 
——300.  A.  niean,  to  implore  the  light  of  the  Holy  Ghoft  i  exactly  denoting 

- the  fame  intention,  which  Mad.  Mignon  acknowledges  in  her  de- 

pofition,  “  pour  favoir  ce  que  Dieu  lui  infpireroit.”  This  is  the 
only  record,  which  can  be  produced,  to  fix  the  date  of  the  fadt  3 
it  is  a  full  proof  that  Mad.  Mignon  has  mififed  the  truth,  either 
in  the  words  juft  quoted,  or  in  the  date  ftie  now  gives  to  the  en¬ 
levement.  All  this  ought  to  be  confidered  ;  and  it  is  remarkable 
that  the  purfuers,  who  fpend  fo  many  pages  in  criticifms  about 
the  child’s  drefs,  and  change  of  eyes  and  complexion,  pafs  over 
Mr.  de  la  Haye  and  his  regifter  in  abfolute  filence,  with¬ 
out  furnifhifig  us  with  any  one  pretext,  why  we  fhould  not  be¬ 
lieve  him. 


P.  P.  216.  G. 

-  475.  E. 

- 481. A. 


D.P.  262.  A. 

-  259  F. 

P.  P.  229.  G. 


Several  circumftances  concur  to  countenance  this  date.  The 
purfuers  are  fenfible,  that  Mad.  Mignon’s  walk  with  her  child 
was  pretty  fatiguing  for  a  woman  who  had  not  lain  in  quite  a 
fortnight  j  and  this  is  one  reafon  they  give  for  removing  the  date 
of  the  enlevement  to  July  iH.  They  bring  perfons  of  fkill  and 
credit  to  atteft,  that  the  eyes  and  complexion  of  children  are  not 
fixed  and  determinate,  till  they  are  fix  weeks  old  ;  and  yet  all 
the  witneftes  agree,  that  the  eyes  and  complexion  of  Mignon’s 
child  were  fixed,  before  he  was  fold.  Several  perfons  too  have 
mentioned,  that  they  faw  the  child,  when  he  was  two  months 
or  four  months  old.  And  Mad.  Mignon  herfelf  has  faid  oddly 
enough,  “  qu’on  lui  auroit  donne  trois  mois  lorfqu’il  a  ete  en- 
leve  •f'.” 


*  “  That  flie  caufed  It  to  be  faid  at  the  church  of  St.  Efprit,  on  the  fame  day,  butbe- 
**  fore,  Ihe  gave  away  the  child,  to  know  what  God  would  infpire  her  to  do.” 

f  “  That|one  would  have  taken  him  for  a  child  of  three  months  old,  when  he  was  taken 
y  away.” 


SECT. 


Se<5t.  II.  Of  the  General  CharaBer  of  the  Migf7ons. 
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SECT.  X. 

Remarks  on  the  parole  proof  in  Mignons  cafe. 

CUCH  is  the  appearance  of  the  cafe  upon  fuppofition,  that  the 
^  witneffes  are  people  of  credit,  if  the  reader  can  be  candid 
enough  to  make  fuch  a  fuppofition,  and  to  charge  them  only  with 
fuch  miftakes  as  may  naturally  arife  from  a  defedt  of  memory. 
There  is  not  one  circumftance,  on  which  we  can  ground  the  appli¬ 
cation  of  this  ftory  to  hr  John  Stewart,  lady  Jane,  and  Mrs. 
Hewit.  It  is  certain  the  gentleman  and  the  young  lady,  who 
carried  off  Mignon’s  child,  could  not  be  hr  John,  lady  Jane,  or 
Mrs.  Hewit.;  and  that  Mr.  Douglas  cannot  be  Mignon’s  child, 
becaufe  the  defcription  of  the  perfons  are  admitted  to  be  totally 
different;  and  Mignon’s  child  was  fair,  with  blue  eyes,  and  white 
hair ;  and  Mr.  Douglas  was  brown,  with  dark  brown  eyes,  and 
black  hair.  There  is  nothing  mentioned  in  Almon’s  book,  but 
a  certain  critical  coincidence  of  time ;  and  how  far  that  is 
afcertained,  may  be  feen  from  what  is  already  written.  The  pa¬ 
role  teftimony  certainly  fixes  it  to  July  the  nth  1748;  March 
the  loth  1749  has  its  claim  too;  but  die  whole  account  of  July 
the  18th  1748  is  a  mere  fidtion  of  the  purfuers. 

SECT.  XL 

Of  the  general  charaBer  of  the  MigJions. 

This  cafe  comes  now  to  be  tried  on  another  ilfue.  It  would 
be  injufiice  to  the  parties  not  to  confider  how  far  thefe  wit- 
neffes  are  liable  to  the  charge  of  perjury.  The  defender  has  ex¬ 
amined  feven  or  eight  witnefiTes  with  the  fingle  intent  to  prove 
them  bribed  and  perjured.  The  purfuers,  befides  an  apology  for 
Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  at  the  end  of  their  memorial,  have  examined 
feveral  witnefiTes  to  fhew,  in  what  manner  the  fiory  came  out; 
and  that,  let  the  witnefiTes  be  perjured  or  no,  the  condudt  of  their 
agent  cannot  be  impeached.  We  mufi:  then  examine  thefe  dif- 
coveries  in  the  order  in  which  they  were  made, 

F 


But 
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Aff.  L 


But  firfl  we  fhould  remember,  that  it  is  plainly  proved,  that  the 
child  was  fold ;  and  that  there  is  a  good  deal  of  chicanery  in  the 
witneffes  to  fliift  the  guilt  from  one  to  the  other.  The  three 
living  witneffes  are  all  accomplices.  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  in  his 


_ 1087.  L.  journal  tells  us,  ‘‘  that  Mad.  Edouard  feemed  to  have  fome  fears 


“  about  this  affair  affecftingherfelf;”  ^nd  defcribes  her  as  “frail  both 
“  in  body  and  mind.”  Mad.  Guynette  (who  is  dead)  and  the 


_ ig6.K.  Mignons  were  the  principal  adlors  j  and  they  wilhed  to  make 

Mad.  Charlan  as  guilty  as  the  reft. 

Next  we  may  obferve,  that  the  Mignons  are,  exclufive  of  the 
iP— 215.  B.  bufmefs  of  felling  their  child,  of  very  bad  characters.  Mad.  Mig- 
non  is  fpoken  of  very  unfavourably  by  her  own  fifter ;  and  Mr. 
D.P.  246.  D.  Filleul,  the  infpeCtor-general  of  the  glafs  manufactory,  fays,  that 


he  difmiffed  Mignon  and  his  two  fons  from  the  manufactory  in 
1758  for  the  thefts  of  the  fons. 

Such  were  the  perfons,  who  came  into  this  caufe  at  the  fum- 
mons  of  that  important  inftrument  of  civil  and  ecclefiaftical  en¬ 
quiry,  the  Monitoire. 


SECT.  XII. 


Of  the  Monitoire. 


HERE  is  a  vindication  of  the  Monitoire  in  the  lixth  feCtion 


*  of  the  appendix  to  the  purfuers  memorial.  The  purfuers  vin¬ 
dicate  the  Monitoire,  firft  by  the  cuftoms  and  laws  of  France; 
they  love  to  juftify  themfelves  by  French  law  ;  fecondly,  by  the 
nature  and  conftruClion  of  the  piece ;  they  tell  us,  -what  a  Mo¬ 
nitoire  fhould  be.  It  can  be  no  injuftice  to  either  party  to  examine,, 
how  far  the  prefent  Monitoire  agrees  with  the  general  rules  laid 
down  for  this  mode  of  cornpofition. 

They  define  a  Monitoire  to  be,  a  ftate  of  the  faCls,  which  are 
the  fubjeCtof  thelaw-fuit;  drawn  up,  with  an  injunction,  by  the 
official,  &c.  6cc. 

The  whole  fubjeCt  of  this  law-fuit  may  be  ftated  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  alternative;  Whether  lady  Jane  was  delivered  of  thefe  children 
on  July  10  1748,  at  Mad.  Le  Brun’s;  or  whether  £he  bought  or 


ftole  them  from  their  real  parents. 


The 
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The  Monitoire  contains  the  following  particulars :  ifl.  Under  D.P.1009.A. 
thedefignation  of  un  quidam  Ecoflbis,  fa  femme, •&  la  demoifelle 
**  de  compagne,”  there  is  inferted  a  very  minute  relation  of  the  1013!  u. 
condudl  of  fir  John  Stewart,  lady  Jane,  and  Mrs.  Hewit,  in  - 
Holland,  at  Aix  and  at  Rheims,  from  the  time  of  their  marriage 
to  the  time  they  finally  left  France. 

2dly.  There  is  an  account  of  their  “  double  demeure”  at  Code - ioio.d.f. 

froi’s,  and  at  Michel’s,  from  July  8  to  July  14  1748:  and  that 
the  delivery  at  Le  Brun’s  was  a  fuppofition,  and  an  “  impofture 
“demafquee.” 

3dly.  There  is  a  pofitive  alTertion,  that  the  eldefi:  pretended  1012.  b. 
twin  was  “  pris  a  Paris,  ou  dans  les  environs  dans  le  mois  de  Juillet 
“  1748  -f .” 

4thly.  There  is  a  long  account  of  the  other  enlevement,  with  '5* 

all  the  circumftances  and  dates,  as  they  had  then  been  fettled  be¬ 
tween  Dr.  Cotterel  and  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart,  pofitively  and  fo- 
lemnly  applied  to  thofe  perfons,  who  had  lived  at  Aix,  Rheims, 

5cc.  in  the  manner  defcribed. 

Let  us  fee,  how  far  this  can  be’confidered  as  a  Rate  of  the  fads, 
which  are  the  fubjed  of  the  law-fuit. 

ift.  It  is  plain,  that  the  firfi;  particular  here  mentioned  ferves 
no  good  purpofe.  The  fads  related  in  it,  were  tranfaded  out  of 
jui‘J{c[i(5tion  of  the  archbilhop  of  Paris  3  and  no  one  at  Aix  would 
go  into  revelation  at  his  injundion;  they  could  be  of  no  ufe  to 
the  perfons  who  might  have  lofi:  their  child;  for  if  the  parents  of 
the  ftolen  child  had  known  any  one  circumftance  of  the  journeys 
and  refidence  of  the  perfons  who  ilole  him,  they  would  long  fince 
have  found  their  child.  But  thefe  fads  ferved  to  bring  the  Paris 
accufation  home  to  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  ;  and  to  point  them  out 
as  the  guilty  perfons  to  every  one  of  their  acquaintance,  who  might 
have  b^n  only  an  hour  in  their  company  in  the  courfe  of  three 
years ;  they  ferved  to  intimidate  weak  minds,  who  might  here¬ 
after  be  called  in  evidence  to  the  pregnancy,  or  reconvalefcence. 

It  is  amazing,  that  the  purfuers  memorialift  fiiould  alfert,  that  the 
perfons  are  “  neither  named  or  defigned,  agreeable  to  the  ordon-  App.  48. 

^  nance  of  Lewis  XIV.”  He  knows  too  well  the  meaning  of  his 
words,  and  in  the  next  line  fhifts  his  phrafe,  and  tells  us,  **  that 
**  the  dcJcfiptioTis  of  the- perfons  are  no  more  particular,  than  was 

*  “  A  Scotchman,  his  wife,  and  her  female  companion.” 

«}•  “  Picked  up  at  Paris,  or  in  the  neighbourhood  of  it,  in  the  month  of  July 

p  2  requifitc 


3^ 
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“  requifite  to  render  the  fads  intelligible.”  The  Monitoire  was 
difperfed  in  France,  Germany,  and  Holland. 

2dly.  The  next  particular  feems  purely  calculated  to  prevent 
the  appearance  of  Mad.  Le  Brun,  if  by  chance  the  Monitoire 
fhould  have  come  to  her  knowledge.  It  is  herepofitively  alTerted  that 
the  whole  lying  in  at  Le  Brun’s  was  an  irnpodure  already  unrnafked. 

If  Mad.  Le  Brun  had  read  this,  what  could  llie  hav^e  thought,  but  - 
that  fome  cheats  had  made  ufe  of  her  na.me  without  her  knov/- 
ledge  }  She  was  affured,  that  the  perfoirs  here  mentioned  were  at 
Godefroi’s  or  Michel’s  on  the  loth  of  July  1748  ;  and  therefore 
they  could  not  be  the  fame  who  lodged  at  her  houfe,  but 
artful  villains,  who  had  heard  what  paffed  in  her  houfe,  and 
adopted  it.  She  could  not  even  have  a  fufpicion,  that  this  cafe 
related  to  her,  unlefs  perchance  fhe  had  heard  her  guefis  came 
from  Rheimsi  which  was  very  unlikely,  as  they  were  faid  to 
come  from  another  lodging  in  Paris,  and  to  have  quitted  her  in 
difguft  to  go  to  a  fredi  lodging  in  the  fame  place. 

^  In  fad,  noneof  the  witneffes  to  the  refidenceof  fir  John  Stewart 
and  lady  Jane  were  confidered,  as  obliged  by  the  Monitoire  to  go 
in  revelation;  for  the  impofture  was  already  unrnafked.  This 
piece  relates  purely  to  the  perfons  who  knew  any  thing  relating  to 
the  fubtilization  or  Healing  of  children.  The  Sanrys  and  the  Mig- 
nons  went  in  revelation.  The  Godefrois  and  the  Michels  did 
not. 

3dly.  This  particular  ferved  to  confine  the  enquiry  to  the  month 
of  July  1748.  Had  the  enquiry  been  made  more  extenfive,  the 
purfuers  moft  probably  would  have  loll  their  prefumptive  argu¬ 
ment  from  the  pretended  coincidence  of  time,  and  their  triumph 
over  the  induHry  and  afiiduity  of  the  defenders  agents,  who  had 
not  found,  what  they  had  no  means  to  find,  any  other  enlevement 
than  thofe  of  the  children  of  Mignon  and  Sanry.  It  did  befides 
ferve  to  fix  an  indeterminate  evidence ;  as  what  had  palfed  already 
about  Sanry’s  child,  fliewed  that  it  was  impofiible  to  come  at  the 
precife  knowledge  of  the  date  of  a  fadl  at  the  diflance  of  fixteen 
years  by  parole  teftimony  alone. 

4thly.  The  circumflances  of  the  enlevement  of  Sanry’s  child 
were  already  known,  and  yet  they  are  here  publilhed  ad  invidiam  ; 
and  take  up  near  half  the  Monitoire.  The  ufe,  which  they  ferved, 
was  to  regulate  the  condud;  of  the  witnefles,  when  they  Ihould  be 
afterwards  examined  to  this  fad.  Whoever  will  read  the  depo- 
fitions  of  Mr.  and  Mad.  Sanry,  who  are  only  common  beggars,  and 
compare- them  with  the  jargon  of  the  Mignons,  and  other  low 

witnefies. 
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witneffes,  will  be  convinced,  they  have  been  helped  to  tell  their 
ftory,  which  indeed  was  in  every  one’s  mouth,  from  the  king  to 
the  beggar,  from  the  time  it  was  here  publifhed  in  the  Mo- 
nitoire. 

From  this  view  it  appears,  that  had  the  Monitoire  fimply  con¬ 
fined  itfelf  to'  enquire  after  evidence  to  the  fads,  which  are  the 
fubjed  of  the  law-fuit  j  had  it  contained  no  defignation  of  the 
perfons,  but  in  general  called  on  all,  who  knew  any  thing  of 
Mad.  Le  Brun  and  Pierre  La  Marre  on  the  one  hand,  or  of  the 
enlevement  of  children  in  1748  and  1749  on  the  other,  to  go  to 
revelation  5  it  had  been  a  fair,  upright,  and  ufeful  method  of  pro¬ 
curing  information  to  the  courr.  But  the  prefent  compofition  is 
contrary  to  the  ordonnance  of  Lewis  XIV  ;  it  Is  unjudifiably  par¬ 
tial  to  the  purfuers  ;  it  contains  a  minute  defignation  of  the  pei> 
fo-ns  accufed,  and  a  folemn  afieveration  of  their  guilt  :  It  contains 
many  afiertions  which  are  falfe ;  it  contains  a  pofitive  informa¬ 
tion,  that  the  child  was  certainly  taken  away  in  July  1748;  it  is 
calculated  to  raife  a  popular  cry  againft  Mr.  Douglas  1  it  ferved  to 
indrud  foine  witnefles,  to  intimidate  others,  and  cads  a  danding 
difgrace  on  the  authors  and  procurers  of  it. 

SECT.  XIII. 

Of  the  EiXpofe  des  Faits  pour  M.  De  Douglas. 

TH  E  purfuers  make  an  apology  for  the  Monitoire  by  contrading  ^pp.  49. 

it  with  an  Expofe  des  Faits  didributed  at  Rheims  in  May  1763  P.P.  549* 
by  the  friends  of  Mr,  Douglas  :  but  this  judification  will  appear 
incompetent  to  any  one  w^ho  compares  the  two  pieces,  for  the 
following  reafons  : 

id.  The  Expofe  is  anonymous ;  the  Monitoire  has  the  much 
abufed  fandion  of  ecclefiadical  authority. 

2dly.  The  Expofe  contains  only  a  diort  and  true  narrative  of 
what  had  been  already  atteded  at  the  fervice  in  Scotland,  and 
which  had  been  long  publifhed  there,  if  not  by  the  order,  at  lead 
by  the  permidion,  of  the  court.  The  Monitoire  contains  a  nar¬ 
rative  of  fads,  v.hich  were  to  come  in  proof;  mod  of  which  are 
falfe. 

3dly.  The  Expofe  cautioufly  avoids  every  circumdance  which 
palfed  at  Rheims,  or  Aix,  to  which  the  perfons,  to  whom  the 

paper  was  didributed,  might  be  brought  to  depofe.  Near  half  of 
^  ^  -  the 
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the  Monitoire  is  employed  in  didating  a  plaufible  dory  to  the 
witnelTes,  who  were  to  be  firft  examined  after  its  publication.  The 
purfuers  agents  do  in  all  their  French  papers  reprefent  the  fervice, 
as  a  matter  of  form.  The  defender  would  furely  have  been  very 
juftifiable,  if  he  had  tranflated  the  whole  fervice  into  French, 
and  fliewn  the  king,  the  parliament,  and  the  nation  the  real 
truth ;  that  the  verdid  palTed  upon  full  evidence,, when  the  agents 
of  duke  Hamilton  and  lord  Selkirk  attended,  and  crofs  examined 
the  witnedes. 


SECT.  XIV. 

Of  the  difcovery  of  Mignons  enlevement , 

HE  Monitoire  bears  date  the  9th  of  July  1768  :  it  was  fixed 
D.  P.  228.  D.  up  iu  the  ftreets  of  Paris,  and  publilhed  in  the  churches  on 

Sunday  July  the  24th,  and  the  two  following  Sundays. 

P.  P.  212.  L.  On  the  Monday  and  Tuefday,  on  which  the  Monitoire  firfi:  ap¬ 
peared,  Pierre  Baudouin,  fon-in-law  to  Mad.  Mignon’s  fifter, 
had  occafion  to  read  it.  This  witnefs  was  not  in  Paris  at  the 

—  213.  L.  time  of  the  enlevement,  and  only  knew  of  it  by  the  report  of  his 

relations. 

—  214.  c.  He  fpoke  of  what  he  had  read  to  his  mother-in-law ;  and  Mad. 

Baudouin  went  to  acquaint  her  filter.  Mad.  Mignon  came  to 

—  214.  F.  her  and  her  fon-in-law  the  fame  day  :  after  fome  words  and  tears 

were  fpent,  the  took  their  advice,  and  went  in  revelation.  At 

- 597.  G.  this  firfi:  interview,  it  Ihould  feem,  the  curate  made  that  fingular 

reflediion,  which  has  been  quoted  already,  and  fent  her  back  for 
her  hulband. 

D.P.  228.A.  The  next  day  (as  Mr.  De  Beaurecueil  the  curate  relates),  which 
was  Thurfday  July  the  28th,  the  hulband  and  wife  came  together, 
and  made  their  revelations,  which  he  combined  together  in 
one  ad. 

On  Auguft  the  5th,  Mr.  De  Beaurecueil  was  at  the  archbilhop’s, 
- 229.  D.  when  he  told  Mr.  D’Outrement,  that  he  had  received  a  revela¬ 
tion,  “  qui  paroifibit  toucher  beaucoup  le  but  du  Monitoire.’"  Mr. 
D’Outrement  ran  with  the  news  to  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart ;  and 
Mr.  Stuart  went  the  next  day  to  the  curate’s,  and  prevailed  upon 
P. P.597,  c.  him,  after  fome  converfation,  to  ihew  him  the  revelation  which 
had  been  made. 

This  clergyman  is  reprefen  ted  by  Mr.  Stuart  as  a  man  of  good 
fenle  j  but  lurely  lie  is  of  a  very  particular  confcience.  In  his 

depofition. 
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'^epofition,  after  giving  feveral  good  reafons  againft  (hewing  the  P-  228.  c. 
revelation  (which  appear  alfo  in  Mr.  Stuart’s  Journal), .  he  goes 
on,  “  Que  neanmoins  s’etant  convaincu  par  la  converfation  de  D-P*  229.  a. 
“  I’interet  que  Monf.  Stuart  avoit  a  cette  affaire,  il  lui  fit  ledure 
“  de  la  revelation.”  This  furely  was  one  reafon  more  againft  a 
partial  communication  :  and  yet  after  all,  when  he  is  publicly  in¬ 
terrogated  by  both  parties  about  the  fadts  and  circumflances  con¬ 
tained  in  the  revelations,  he  makes  this  odd  cxcufe  :  “  Que  la  - -  230-  c. 

crainte  de  compromettre  fon  miniftere,  1’ engage  a  demander  un 
delai,  pendant  lequel  il  fe  confultera  3  &  affure  en  meme  terns 
les  deux  parties  du  defire  qu’il  auroit  de  les  fatisfaire  a  tous 
“  egards.”  This  delay  has  lafted  till  now;  and  the  defender  has 
never  been  informed  of  the  contents  of  thefe  revelations.” 

On  the  8th  of  Augufl  (as  the  date  (lands  in  Mr.  Stuart’s  Jour-  P •  ^ 
nal)  Mignon  and  his  wife  returned  to  the  curate ;  and  defcribed 
the  figure  and  age  of  the  perfons  who  took  away  their  child,  which 
he  joined  to  their  former  revelation.  He  charged  them  to  fend 
Marie  Guynette  in  revelation.  Marie  Guynette  fays,  (he  received  — 196.  h.i. 
the  curate’s  meffage  by  Mad.  Mignon  the  fame  day  3  that  after 
this,  the  curate  fent  her  a  fecond  meffage ;  upon  which  (lie  went, 
about  two  hours  before  (he  faw  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart -in  the  por¬ 
ter’s  lodge;  which  was  on  Auguft  the  9th.  Mr.  Kamper  the  p.p.  196.  a. 

Swifs,  fwears,  that  (he  had  told  him  the  evening  before  this  in-  - 208.  b. 

terview,  that  (he  had  then  been  in  revelation  ;  when  it  appears 
(he  had  not. 

At  fix  in  the  evening  of  this  9th  of  Auguft  1763,  Mr.  Andrew  —  1097.  w. 
Stuart,  and  the  other  gentlemen  in  the  purfuers  intereft,  affembled 
in  the  Swifs’s  lodge  of  the  glafs  manufactory.  The  Swifs  recom¬ 
mended  them  to  Marie  Guynette,  \vho  came  firft,  and  was  fent 
to  fetch  Mr.  Mignon :  they  each  of  them  told  what  they  knew,  —  1098.0. 
in  the  prefence  of  the  other.  After  this,  Mr.  Mignon  conducted 
them  to  his  wife,  who  told  her  ftory,  in  the  prefence  of  her  huf- 
band,  juft  as  he  had  done  before,  with  only  one  addition  about 
the  child’s  cloaths.  They  went  next  to  Mad.  Charlan’s,  where 
they  found  Marie  Guynette,  who  had  left  them  when  they  went 
to  Mignon’s,  and  a  crowd  of  people,  whom  (lie  had  inftructed  fo 


*  “  That  neverthelefs  being  convinced  by  the  converfation  of  the  intereft  which  Mr.  Stu- 
“  art  had  in  this  affair,  he  read  the  revelations  to  him.” 

f  «  That  the  fear  of  tranfgrelTmg  the  duty  of  his  office  obliges  him  to  alk  a  delay,  till  he 
“  takes  advice  about  it ;  in  the  mean  time,  he  aflures  the  parties  of  the  defire  he  has  to  fa- 
“  tisfy  them  in  every  thing.” 

particularly 
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particularly  in  the  bulinefs  of  their  viht,  that  on  their  firfl:  enquiry 
P.P.  1103.E.  for  Mad.  Charlan,  (lie  was  pointed  out  to  them  cojnme  par  accla- 

—  Mad.  Charlan  told  them  what  flie  knew.  From  hence 
they  went  to  Mad.  Edouard,  v/ho  was  not  apprifed  of  their  coming. 
They  juft  got  from  her  a  confeffion,  that  fome  fuch  thing  had 

_  1104.  I.  pafled  in  her  houfe.  She  does  not  feem  to  have  remembered  quite 

fo  much  at  this  time,  as  the  very  little  fhe  has  ftnce  depofed. 

An  account  of  this  tranfadion  was  foon  after  drawn  up  by  Mr. 
D’Anjou,  and  approved  by  the  other  gentlemen,  who  had  been 
prefent.  It  was  foon  fent  to  Mr.  Davidfon  at  Edinburgh,  who 
exhibited  it  on  oath  July  31ft  1764,  and  it  is  printed  in  the  Ap- 

—  1097.  G.  pendix  to  the  Purfuers  Proof. 

In  this  account,  moft  of  the  fadls,  on  which  the  application  of 
the  ftory  to  fir  John  Stewart  is  grounded,  are  the  fame  as  have 

—  1098.  E.  afterv/ards  appeared  in  evidence.  The  deux  jeunes  enfants  nou- 
I059  D  vellement  nes ;  the  i  ith  of  July  fettled  By  Mad.  Mignon’s  con¬ 
jecture  ;  and  the  foreign  accent,  and  age  of  the  gentleman.  The 
account  is  notwithftanding  juftly  chargeable  with  partiality  to  the 
fide  which  thefe  gentlemen  fupported.  It  reprefents  the  witnefles 
as  honeft  deluded  people,  which  they  certainly  were  not  3  as 
friends  and  fellow-fufferers  in  the  trick,  which  they  certainly 
were  not ;  and  by  a  flight  change  in  a  circumftance  or  two  makes 
the  whole  ftory  conliftent,  which  it  certainly  is  not, 

A  very  reafonable  caufe  of  fufpicion  againft  the  ftory  of  the 
twins,  and  children  nouvellement  nes,  arifes  from  the  conduC: 
of  Mad.  Guynette.  If  the  gentleman  wanted  two  children,  and 
^  ihe  knew  of  two  children  fuch  as  he  wanted,  why  did  fhe  not  ap¬ 

ply  to  both  the  mothers  at  once  ?  If  he  wanted  a  child  nouvelle¬ 
ment  ne,  how  came  fhe  to  overlook  her  friend  Mad.  Mignon, 
who  lived  in  the  fame  houfe,  and  apply  to  Mad.  Charlan,  whofe 
child  ftie  very  w^ll  knew  w^as  five  w^eeks  older  than  Mignon’s, 
and  could  by  no  means  be  called  nouvellement  ne  ?  Thefe  cir- 

_ 1098.1.  cumftances  are  rendered  fmooth  and  plaufible  in  Mr.  D’Anjou’s 

Minute  ;  where  Marie  Guynette  is  made  to  fay,  ‘‘  J-Que  fa  mere 
fit  la  propofition  a  deux  femmes ;  que  ces  deux  femmes  ayant 
ecoute  la  propofition,  la  femme  Charlan  s’y  trouva  la  pre- 


*  “  The  two  young  chilJren  new  born.” 

f  “  That  her  mother  made  the  propofiiion  to  two  women  ;  and  thefe  two  W'Omen  having 
liflcned  to  the  proportion,  Mad.  Charlan  came  there  firfl.” 

**  miere.” 


Sed.  14.  Of  the  Dif cover y  of  Mignofis  Enlevement.  4 1 

miere.”  All  this  is  faid  in  exprefs  contradidion  to  the  oath  of  P-  io99-8- 
the  faid  Marie  Guynette ;  who  fwears,  that  her  mother  applied 
firft  to  Mad.  Charlan,  who  brought  her  child  firft ;  but  the  gen¬ 
tleman  and  fhe  did  not  agree  ;  “  *  et  qu’en  fuite  fa  mere  dit  alors - 

“  a  la  dame  Edouard  ”  (of  which  Mad.  Edouard  does  not  remem¬ 
ber  a  word)  ‘‘  &  au  monfieur,  qu’elle  connoiflbit  une  autre  femme 
“  nommeMignon.” 

Again,  in  order  to  excufe  the  Mignons  for  having  given  away - 

their  child,  without  knowing  to  whom,  they  fay,  that  they  both  - 

alked  the  gentleman’s  addrefs :  which  is  direc1:ly  contrary  to  the 
oaths  of  both  Mignon  and  his  wife. 

Thefe  inftances,  and  many  others  which  might  be  pointed  out,  p.Mem.pt  3. 
will  teach  us,  what  to  fay  to  the  purfuers  propofal  of  accepting 
this  paper  as  evidence  in  procefs  5  and  how  to  underltand  their  al-  Mem.  p.  61. 
fertion,  that  it  exa<Stly  correfponds  with  the  depofitions  j  and  that 
it  was  drawn  up  for  the  private  ufe  of  the  purfuers.  A  paper 
drawn  up  for  the  private  ufe  of  the  purfuers  would  have  contained 
all  the  difcrepancies  of  the  witneffes  with  the  moft  rigid  minute- 
nefs,  as  what  deferved  the  particular  attention  of  the  agents  in  the 
caufe.  The  general  fails,  in  which  all  agreed,  might  have  been 
left  to  fhift  for  themfelves.  This  paper,  was  drawn  up  at  leaft 
for  the  ufe  of  the  counfel  in  Scotland,  to  whom  it  was  fent :  and  p.p.  noo.i. 
when  we  remember  the  care  which  was  taken  to  publilh  the  3^ 

llory  of  Sanry’s  child,  before  the  witneffes  were  examined  ;  and 
when  we  fee  the  very  long  and  unnecelTary  and  extravagant  com¬ 
pliments  paid  in  this  paper  to  the  honefty,  the  difintereflednefs, 
and  even  to  the  perfons  of  Mr.  and  Mad.  Mignon,  one  cannot 
help  fuppofing,  that  fome  unforefeen  accidents  (perhaps  Mr.  Fil- 
leu’s  account,  and  the  quarrel  between  Marie  Guynette  and  the 
Charlans)  have  prevented  its  being  ufed  in  France. 

To  refume  our  narrative :  The  day  after  the  conference  Mr. 

Mignon  called  on  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart,  and  told  him,  what  he  had 

not  ventured  to  fay  before  Marie  Guynette,  that  it  was  believed,  - 1085. k. 

that  Mad.  Guynette  was  very  well  paid  for  procuring  the  child. 

The  ftory  was  now  publicly  known,  and  in  every  one’s  mouth; - 1089.  h. 

Mad.  Mignon  was  frighted,  and  talked  of  abfenting  herfelf  till  — 
the  affair  was  over;  Mad.  Edouard  covered  herfelf  in  her  igno¬ 
rance,  Marie  Guynette,  who  had  nothing  to  fear,  quoted  her 


*  “  And  afterwards  her  mother  faid  to  Mad.  Edouard  and  to  the  gentleman,  that  the 
knew  another  woman  called  Mignon.” 

G  deceafed 
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deceafed  mother  with  great  freedom,  adted  open)vfor  thepurfuers, 
and  on  September  the  loth  afked  for  her  rew  ;rd  ;  which  Mr^ 
Andrew  Stuart  would  not  give  her. 

The  defender  has  examined  feveral  witnelTes,  to  fhew  the  vaft 
exped:ations,  which  the  Mignons  had,  of  a  reward  ^rom  thepur¬ 
fuers  for  reclaiming  the  child.  The  writer  of  thefe  papers  de¬ 
clines  entering  into  this  fubjedl  for  feveral  reafons.  The  idle 
converfations  of  Mad.  Mignon  can  never  be  brought  to  oppofe 
her  oath.  She  might  have  great  expectations,  though  nothing 
was  promifed  1  and  there  might  perhaps  be  a  third  party  behind 
the  curtain,  who  was  deeply  interefted  to  lay  this  enlevement  to  a 
ftranger’s  door.  It  is  certain  however,  that  Mad.  Mignon  fre¬ 
quently  applied  to  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  for  comfort  and  counte¬ 
nance  j  and  there  is  not  the  leaft  reafon  to  miftrufi:  his  word, 
that  he  never  faw  her  without  witnelles.  An  accident  indeed 
happened,  while  he  was  in  England,  which  deferves  to  be  men¬ 
tioned  in  Mr.  De  la  Rue’s  own  words  3  becaufe  the  purfuers 
allow,  that  the  affair  paffed  juft  as  he  has  related  it :  ^  “  Dans  un 

converfation  le  3ome  Sept.  1764  Mad.  Mignon  dit,  qu’elle 
‘‘  avoit  un  memoire  qu’elle  avoit  prete  a  un  perfonne ;  qu’etant 
“  alle  chez  le  fecretaire  de  Monf.  Stuart,  elle  avoit  pris  dans 
“  le  cabinet  du  dit  fecretaire,  tandis  qu’il  etoit  forti,  un  memoire, 
“  qu’elle  avoit  mis  dans  fon  corfet  3  et  que  le  fecretaire  en 
“  rentrant  lui  avoit  dit,  Vous  in’avez  vole  3  fur  quoi  le  fecretaire 

lui  en  donna  un  autre.” 

This  book  was  the  Receull  des  Pieces  ;  and  the  purfuers  infift, 
that  it  would  teach  her  nothing  ;  in  this  we  muft  differ  from 
them.  It  would  teach  her  to  dillipate  her  fears,  by  telling  her, 
that  the  point  in  difpute  was  a  mere  point  of  law  3  -f*  “  et  que 
“  les  vrais  peres  et  meres  des  deux  enfans  font  enfin  decouverts, 
**  et  fe  font  fait  connoitre  aux  defenfeurs  memes  du  mineur 
“  Archibald.” 


•  “  That  in  the  converfation  of  the  30th  September  1764  Mad.  Mignon  faid,  that  (he 
**  had  a  memorial,  which  (he  had  lent  to  fomebodyj  that  having  gone  to  Mr.  Stuart’s 
“  fecretary,  (he  took  a  memorial  in  his  clofet,  when  he  was  abfent,  which  (he  put  in  her  bo- 
“  dice  ;  and  the  fecretary,  on  coming  in,  faid  to  her.  You  have  robbed  me;  whereupon  the 
“  fecretary  gave  her  another.” 

f  “  That  the  real  fathers  and  mothers  of  the  two  children  wefe  at  laft  found,  and  were 
known  even  to  the  defenders  of  the  minor  Archibald.” 
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,  SEC  T.  XV.  ■ 

Of  the  perjuries  of  the  Mignons  and  Marie  Guynette, 

Nothing  more  materkl  paffed,  till  the  witnefles  were  call¬ 
ed  to  depofe  before  the  Scotch  commiffioners.  Mad. 

Mignon  and  her  hulband  were  examined  the  firft  of  this  fett, 
nth  Odober  1764  :  though  their  depofitions  are  printed  laft. 

Mad.  Mignon  has  depofed,  “  *  qu’elle  n’a  jamais  lu  ou  recu  de  p  p,  231.  f. 

qui  que  ce  foit  aucuns  imprimes  a  I’egard  de  cette  affaire  ;  que  - - 228  e. 

“  la  premiere  meffe.  la  depofante  a  fit  dire  au  St.  Efprit  avant  de 
‘‘  donner  fon  enfant,  le  jour  qu’elle  le  donnat,  pour  favoir  ce 
“  queDieu  lui  infpireroit  (Mr.  de  la  Haye  we  may  remember  D.P.  300.0. 
“  has  fworn,  that  this  mafs  was  faid  March  loth  1749)3^  qu’on  p.  p.22s.g. 

aura  donne  a  fon  enfant  3  mois,  lorfqu’il  a  ete  enlevej  qu’ - 231.0. 

“  apres  avoir  fait  fa  revelation  au  cure,  elle-n  efl  pas  retournee  -  g. 

chez  lui  pour  y  ajouter,  ou  changer  aucune  chofe  3  que  fon 
“  mari  a  quitte  la  manufacture  des  glaces,  parcequ’on  ayoit 

««  diminue  la  falaire  des  ouvriers  3  qu’elle  n’a  parle  de  cette  affaire  - - - 

ala  Guynette,  qu’apres  que  la  ditte  Guynette  eut  fait  fa  re - 
“  velation.”  All  thefe  faCts  are  notorioufly  falfe,  and  plainly 
calculated  to  hide  the  intrigue  between  her  and  Guynette,  and 
to  leave  a  greater  fhare  of  credit  to  her  fufpeCted  teftimony,  than 
it  can  deferve,  now  they  are  known. 

Mr.  Mignon  has  thought  proper  to  depofe,  f  “  que  ni  lui  ni - 236 

“  fa  femme  n’ont  receu  aucuns  imprimes  au  fujet  de  ce  proces  3 

“  qu’il  n’efl  point  retournee  chez  le  cure  apres  fa  revelation,” - 237. a: 

which  are  falfe,  befides  the  whole  flory  of  his  race  after  the  coach, 

with  which  he  did  not  venture  at  the  time  even  to  truft  his  fon, - 237.H. 

who  depofes,  that  his  father  told  him  the  day  after  the  enleve¬ 
ment,  X  **  perfonnes  au  quelles  il  avoit  donne  fon  enfant, 

“  lui  avoient  indique  une  fauffe  demeure.” 
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*  “  That  {he  never  read  or  received  from  any  perfon  whatever  any  printed  paper  with 
refpea  to  this  affair;  that  the  firft  mafs  fhe  caufed  to  be  faid  at  the  St.  Efprit,  be¬ 
fore  (he  gave  away  her  child,'  on  the  day  {he  gave  him  away,  to  know  what  God  wou  d 
infoire  her  to  do.— That  her  child  would  have  been  taken  for  one  of  three  months  dd 
whL  he  was  carried  away.— That  after  {he  had  made  her  revelation  to  the  curate,  Ihe 
S  not  return  to  add  or  change  any  thing  in  it.-That  her  hufband  left  the  glafs-manu- 
faftory,  becaufe  the  workmen's  wages  were  diminilhed;  and  that  (he^  did  not  fpeak  to 
Guynette  about  this  affair,  till  after  Guynette  had  made  her  revelation. 

f  “  That  neither  he  nor  his  wife  have  received  any  printed  papers  on  the  fubjeft  of  this 
procefs  ;  and  that  he  did  not  return  to  the  curate  after  his  revelation.” 

}  “  That  the  perfons,  to  whom  he  had  given  his  child,  had  given  him  a  falfe  addrefs.” 
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As  to  Marie  Guynette,  {he  is  a  mere  hearfay  vvitncfs  :  {he 
P.P.  1085.  K.  quotes  her  deceafed  mother,  who,  by  Mr.  Mignon’s  account,. 

- deferved  to  be  hanged:  {he  has  befides,  as  appears  by  the  teili- 

mony  of  two  credible  witneffes,  Mr.  and  Mad.  Canivet,  and  by 
the  tacit  acknowledgment  of  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart,  aded  publicly 

- 1090.L.  as  an  agent  for  the  purfuers ;  wdiich  muft  render  her  tellimony 

- 2c8.b.  inadmilTable  :  {he  had  her  reafons  too  for  telling  the  Swdfs,  that 

{he  had  been  in  revelation,  when  ihe  was  not ;  and  for  fwearing% 
^  ’  ’  that  Mad.  Charlan  would  have  given  her  child,  if  the  gentleman 
would  have  taken  him  diredly  ;  contrary  to  the  account  of  Mad. 
b — 1103.H.  Charlan  ^  The  oaths  of  Mad.  D’Eftampes  ^  and  Mad.  Faillo  ^  who 
fwear  poiitively,  that  Mad.  Charlan  refufedto  give  her  child,  and 
c  _  1099.  A.  to  wdiat  {lie  herfclf '  told  the  purfi>ers,  when  they  firfl  met  at  the 
glafs  manufactory.  Indeed,  as  the  depofitions  of  Mr.  and  Mad. 
Mignon  are  divefted  of  all  credit  by  their  numerous  perjuries, 
Marie  Guynette’s  itory  is  of  no  confequence,  as  {he  has  owned  the 
liiftEuCtions  {he  received  from  Mad.  Mignon,  even  before  {he 
went  in  revelation. 

SECT.  XVI. 

General  remar ki  on  the  cafe  of  Mignon* 

TF  one  was  to  haverecourfe  to  the  negative  teifimony  of  perfons», 
^  who  were  in  the  way  to  know  the  circumitances  of  the  en¬ 
levement,  and  yet  did  not  know  them,  it  might  be  alledged,  that 
neither  Mad.  Baudouin,  Mad.  Mignon’s  filter ;  nor  Eugene,  Mr. 
Mignon’s  fon  ;  nor  Mad.  Flon,.  who  lent  her  child  to  be  fuckled. 
by  Mad.  Mignon,  and  faw  her  during  that  period  five  times  a. 
day  j  nor  Mad.  Edouard,  in  whofe  houfe  the  child  was  dreft 
nor  Mad.  Odeneau,  in  whofe  houfe  Mignon  then  lived  ;  ever 
heard  of  lending  the  child,  or  of  the  twins.  This  is  a  {tronger 
negative  teitimony  than  any  of  thofe,  of  which  the  purfuers 
make  fuch  frequent  ufe. 

But  the  teftimony  of  Mr.  Filleu  is  a  little  more  than  a  nega¬ 
tive  teltimony.  He  had  occafion  ferioufly  to  enq^uire  into,  the 
character  of  Mignon,  when  he  difmilTed  him  from  the  manufac¬ 
tory  on  the  general  complaint  againft  his  fons.  He  was  then  told 
D.  p.  246,  F.  the  following  particulars:  *  Que  dans  le  terns  que  le  dit 

*  “That  at  the  time  Mignon  gave  away  his  child,  the  workmen  reproached  him  for 
“  having  fold  it ;  upon  which  he  kept  a  profound  filence  ;  but  that  thefe  reproaches  being 
renewed  two  or  three  years  after,  Micr’ion  faid  he  had  been  cheated  in  that  matter,  and 
“  that  he  only  intended  to  lend  his  child  j  but  having  gone  to  the  place  eight  days  after  to 
“  hear  of  his  child,  the  people  were  gone  off  with  it,” 

“  Mignon 
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Sc^t;  1 6.  General  Remar  he  on  the'  Cafe  of  Mignon\ 

“  Mignon  avoit  livre  Ton  enfant,  les  ouvriers  lui  avoient  fait  des 
“  reproches  d  avoir  vendu  fon  enfant  5  que  fur  cela  il  avoit 
garde  un  profond  filence :  mais  qp’au  bout  de  deux  ou  trois 
ans  ces  reproches  s’etant  renouvelles,  le  dit  Mignon  dit ;  q u - 
*•  il  avoit  ete  furpris  en  cela  5  qu’il  avoit  eru  ne  faire  que  preter 
“  fon  enfant ;  mais  qu’etant  alle  au  bout  de  8  jours  pour  en  avoir 
“  des  nouvelles,  il  avoit  trouve  les  perfonnes  difpacues  avec  1  en- 
fant.”  If  this  be  true,  and  it  furely  deferves  credit,  the  flory 
of  lending  the  child  was  certainly  three  years  younger  tlian  the 
enlevement ;  and  the  reft  may  well  be  fuppofed  fixtcen. 

It  feems  pretty  clear,  that  the  ftory  of  the  lady  delivered  of 
twins  on  July  lOth,  one  of  whom  was  to  be  fuppofed  weak  and 
at  nurfe,  is  the  impofiure  demafq.ue’*  of  the  Monitoire.  Where 
the  child  got  his  blue  eyes,  if  he  had  them  notfrom  mature,  is  no¬ 
where  difcovcred.  Indeed  the  pointed  defcription  of  the  child  s 
perfon,  which  appears  inalmoft  every  depofition,  particularly  m 
Mad.  Flon’s  and  Mad.  Odeneau’s,  (people  againft  whom  there 
is  no  reproach)  feems  to  be  a  circumftance,.  which  has  eicaped 
the  general  taint  of  perjury. 

It  is  remarkable,  that,  notwithftanding  the  violent  ftep  taken 
in  publilhine  the  Monitoire,  and  the  hurry  of  the  curate  m  tranf- 
mittine  the  revelations  to  the  procureur-general,  this  ftory  never 
came  before  the  Tournelle.  It  did  not  even  make  a  part  of  the- 
civil  procefs  in  Scotland  till  September  27th  1764,  near  four- 
teen  months  after  it  firft  came  out. 

The  ftory  has  become  lately  of  more  iniportance.  Tbe^reader 
will  haveobferved  with  what  indifference  it  is  treated  in  Almon  s- 
book ;  and  how  many  fafts  are  mifreprefented  in  Anderfon  s^ 
that  fomething  may  be  grounded,  on.  the  ftory.  One  inftance  of 
this  occurs  at  page  449  (a),  wh^ich  is  put ‘"to  t^e 
perfon,  who  is  made  to  own,  there  are  differences  5  but  then  he 
adds  “  thofe  differences  are  mentioned  by  the  witneffes,  to  whofe.  , 
teftimony  the  defender  has  chiefly  objeaedi  by  the  perjured, 
Mignons  :  fet  their  teftimony  afide,  and  the  conneaion  be¬ 
tween  what  paffed  in  the  Fauxbourg  St.  Antoine,  and  at  the 
hotel  D’Anjou,  is  wonderful.”  The  dired  contrary  to,  this 
is  true ;  fet  afide  the  teftimony,  of  the  perjured  Mignons,  and 
there  remains  no  living  witnefs  to  the  enlevement ;  for  all  the 
reft  are  mere  witneffes  to  Mignon's  own  he.  But  thefe  ^'tneffes 
who  knew  nothing  of  the  enlevement,  but  what  they  heard  « 
fecond-hand  from  a  man.  of  no  credit,  are  many  of  them  diredt 

(a)  Lord  Hailes. 
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Conclufion  to  the  Purf tiers  Pirjl  AJfertion, 

and  pofitive  witnelTes  to  the  perfon  of  the  child  ;  and  Ihew  that  he 
was  a  child  very  different  from  Mr.  Douglas. 

r 

T'he  Conclufion  to  the  Purfuers  Pirjl  AJjertion* 

Neither  the  purfuers  themfelves  in  their  Memorial,  nor  any  of 
the  fpeakers  in  the  two  publications  ofMefT.  Almon  and  Ander- 
fon,  have  been  fo  hardy  as  to  alTert,  that  thefe  enlevements  are 
brought  home  to  fir  John  Stewart :  yet  they  are  confidered  by 
fame  of  them,  as  circumftances  of  weight.  “  Though  they  are  not 
**  by  themfelves  fufficient,  fays  one  *,  yet  I  cannot  get  them  out  of 
“  my  mind.”  Anderfon,  p.  41.  And  again  p,  42,  “In  a  circum- 
“  ftantiate  evidence,  circumflances  mufl  be  laid  together.  A  fe- 
“  parate  link  may  bear  a  challenge,  and  yet  the  whole  remain  firm 
“  and  impregnable.”  Very  true;  every  link  may  be  challenged, 
and  yet  the  whole  remain  firm  and  impregnable.  And  if  every 
link  bears  the  challenge,  the  whole  not  only  may,  but  muft,  re¬ 
main  firm  and  impregnable.  But  what  is  this  to  the  purpofe  ? 
Many  a  link  in  this  chain  has  been  challenged,  and  none  of  them 
have  born  it ;  and  we  are  fure  by  pofitive  evidence,  that  thefe  en¬ 
levements  cannot  relate  to  fir  John  Stewart  or  his  company. — One 
is  forry  to  add,  that  the  purfuers’  agents  have  fuffered  not  a  little 
in  their  credit  by  the  injudicious  publication  of  an  arbitrary  inqui- 
lltoriul  Monitoire,  and  by  the  introduction  of  thefe  mean  and  per¬ 
jured  witnefies  into  the  proof. 

•  Lord  Prefident. 
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Sed.  1.  Of  the  firji  Dfcovery  of  Michel  and  Godefrot,  47 


SECOND  ASSERTION  OF  THE  PURSUERS. 

That  lady  Jane  was  not  at  Le  Brun’s  on  the  loth  of  July 
174.8  but  in  good  health  at  another  place;  or,  as  it  is*  ftated 
at  large  in  the  purfuers  Condefcendance  of  Fafts,  “  That  fir  No.  i6. 
“  John,  lady  Jane,  and  Mrs.  Hewit  did  not  lodge  at  the  houfe 
<<  of  Mad.  Le  Brun,  Fauxbourg  St.  Germain,  in  the  month  of  July 

1748  N.  S.  but  that  they  were  at  the  houfe  of  Mr.  Godefroi, 

“  and  at  the  houfe  of  Mr.  Michel  at  times  and  during  periods  in- 
“  confiftent  with  the  poffibility  of  lady  Jane’s  having  been  delivered 
“  at  the  houfe  ofMad.Le  Brun  upon  the  loth  of  July  1748  N.  S. 

“  or  of  her  having  remained  in  childbed  for  nine  or  ten  days  after 
“  fuch  delivery ;  and  that,  during  that  period,  there  was  not 
“  either  at  Godefroi’s  or  at  Michel’s  any  delivery,^  any  indifpo- 
^‘  ■fition,  or  any  appearance  of  a  woman  with  child,  or  of  one 

“  recently  delivered.” 

It  is  admitted,  that  fir  John,  kdy  Jane,  and  Mrs.  Hewit,  ar-  p.p. 
rived  at  Godefroi’s  on  the  evening  of  the  4th  of  July  ;  and  that 
they  ftaid  there  about  three  days  and  three  nights  and  that  they 
were  at  Michel’s  on  the  20th.  The  queftion  is.  Where  were 
they  from  the  7th  to  the  20th  of  this  month  ? 

The  purfuers  evidence  refts  partly  on  the  books  of  the  hotels, 
and  partly  on  the  parole  teftimony  of  the  perfons  who  kept  thofe 
houfes.  As  they  have  alledged,  ift,  that  lady  Jane  was  at  Mi¬ 
chel’s  on  the  noth  of  July;  and  adly,  that  Ihe  was  at  Godefroi  s , 
it  is  right  to  examine  each  plea  in  the  order  it  was  propofed. 

S  E  C  T.  I. 


Ofthejirft  difcovery  of  Michel  and  Godefroi  m  OBober  1762. 


A 


T  the  beginning  of  Odober  .762,  (as  we  are  told  in  a  Me- 

moireaconfulterdrawnupinNovemberfollowing)Mr.  Andrew 

Stuart  difcovered,  that  fir  John  Stewart  had  lodged  at  Michel  s  m 
Tulv  1748.  On  the  12th  of  Oftober  1762  he  paid  his  firft  vifit  to 
that  hotel  in  company  of  Mr.  Buhot,  an  officer  of  police:  upon  en¬ 
quiry  whether  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  had  lodged  there,  and  whe¬ 
ther  ffie  police  book  for  the  year  1748 

fwered  readily  in  the  affirmative,  and  produced  the  book.  In  this 
book  was  found  an  article,  from  which  the  purfuers  printed  thef 
words  in  their  Memoire  a  confulter. 


to  D. 

•  p*  2 


48  Of  the  Delivery  of  Michel's  Book  Aff.  IF. 

p,  ««  Mr.  Fluralt,  Ecoflbis,  &  fafamllle  entre  Ic  huit  Juillet  1748.’' 

Mad.  Michel  is  alfo  faid  to  have  told  thefe  gentlemen,  ‘‘  II  me 
femble,  que  c’etoit  le  monfieur  lui-meme,  qui  ecrivit  ce  que 
“  vous  voyez  la.”  After  which  it  is  added,  ‘‘  fur  ce  que  la  femme 
“  Michel  avoit  dit,  le  tuteur  du  due  d’Hamilton  regarda  atten- 
tivement  I’ecriture  dans  le  livre,  6c  demeura  perfuade  que  ces 
“  mots,  Mr.  Fluralt,  Ecojfois,  &  fa  famille  entre  le  8  Juillet  1748, 
font  de  la  main  du  chevalier  Stewart,  ayant  eu  fouvent  occafion 
“  de  voir  fon  ecriture.” 

o.  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  among  other  things  fays.  Mad.  Michel  told 

him,  '‘-f-  qu’elle  fe  fouvient  cependant  d’avoir  entendu  dire  au  mon- 
“  fieur,  que  fa  tete  etoit  prefque  caflb  du  bruit  qu’il  avoit  en- 
“  tendu  pendant  quatre  jours  dans  un  autre  hotel,  ou  il  avoit  de- 
‘‘  mure  avant  que  de  venir  a  I’hotel  d’ Anjou  ;  6c  elle  penfe  qu’il 
“  faifoit  mention  de  Thotel  de  Chalons.” 


App.toPur.  In  confequence  of  this  information  it  appears,  that  Mr.  Andrew 
Mem.  p.  19.  Stuart  went  immediately  to  Godefroi's.  It  is>certain,  that  at  this 
time  Mr.  Godefroi  remembered  nothing  about  fir  John  Stewart  or 
App.  toDef.  lady  Jane ;  for  at  the  end  of  this  Memoir  we  are  told,  “  il  feroit 
Mem.  p.  35.  <<  a  fouhaiter,  que  Ton  peut  decouvrir  dans  quel  hotel  Monf.  6c 
“  Mad.  Stewart  font  demeures  pendant  les  quatre  premiers  jours  de 
leur  arriv6e  a  Paris.  Jufqu’ici  I’on  ignore  that  is  in  Novem¬ 
ber  1762.  Notwithftanding  this  the  learned  author  of  the  Sequel 
to  the  purfuers’  Memorial  amufes  his  reader,  and  tells  him,  that 
when  Godefroi  was  fird:  fpoken  to  on  this  fubjedt,  he  recol¬ 
lected  himfelf,  and  faid,  “  that  he  remembered  that  thefe  perfons 
P.  19.  “  had  lodged  in  his  houfe,  and  turned  over  his  houfhold-book, 

“  and  pointed  out  the  accounts,  which  he  has  fince  produced  in 
procefs  i  ”  an  affertion  which  is  pofitively  contradicted  by  the 
Memoire  a  confulter  already  mentioned. 


*  “  It  appears  to  me  that  it  was  the  gentleman  himfelf,  who  wrote  what  you  fee  there  — 
upon  which  the  tutor  of  duke  Hamilton  looked  attentively  at  the  writing  in  the  book,  and 
“  was  perfuaded,  that  thefe  words  Mr.  Fluralt,  a  Scotchman,  and  his  family,  entered  the  8th  of 
“  July  1748,  were  of  fir  John  Stewart’s  hand-writing,  having  often  had  occafion  to  fee  his 
“  writing.” 

f  “  That  fhe  remembered  however  to  have  heard  the  gentleman  fay,  that  his  head  was 
almoft  fpUt  with  the  noife,  which  he  had  heard  for  four  days  in  another  hotel,  where  he 
lived  before  became  to  the  hotel  d’Anjou  ;  and  Ihe  thinks  he  mentioned  the  hotel  de 
Chalons.” 

J  It  were  to  be  wilhed,  that  one  could  difeover  in  what  houfe  Mr.  and  Mad.  Stewart 
lived  during  the  firft  four  days  after  their  arrival  at  Paris  ;  which  has  not  yet  been  dif- 
covered.” 


SECT. 


SecSl:.  2 .  Of  the  Delivery  of  Mkhei's  Booh  to  the  Purfuers.  49 


SECT.  II. 

Of  the  delivery  of  Michel's  book  to  the  purfiiers, 

The  entry  at  Michel’s,  as  it  was  explained  by  Mr.  Andrew 
Stuart,  was  the  one  point  of  proof,  on  which  the  caiife  be¬ 
gan.  Mr.  Stuart  had  an  officer  of  police  by  his  fide  in  all  his  enqui¬ 
ries  i  and  the  firft  ufe  which  he  made  of  his  credit  with  the  police 
was  to  get  pofleffion  of  the  books,  on  which  the  caufe  was  then 
fuppofed  to  reft.  Michel’s  book  was  delivered  to  Mr.  Buhot  on  D.P.  1058.A. 
the  8th  of  November  1762,  before  the  Actions  of  Redudion  were 
commenced  in  Scotland. 

But  before  the  lieutenant  de  police  would  permit  the  delivery 
of  a  book  fo  important  in  the  caufe  to  the  truft  of  one  of  the 
parties,  he  very  juftly  ordered  that  the  ftate  of  the  book  fhould 
be  examined  by  the  proper  officer  of  the  'quarter.  Mr.  Duruif- 
feau,  the  commiftary,  formed  a  procefs  verbal  of  what  he  did, 
and  what  he  obferved  j  and  thus  the  purfuers’  agents  became  pof- 
fefted  of  the  only  written  evidence  then  difcovered  which  was 
intended  to  prove  the  refidence  of  lady  Jane  Douglas  to  have  been 
in  a  different  place  on  the  loth  of  July  from  that  delivered  in  on 
the  fervice. 

The  defender’s  people  indeed  complain  bitterly  of  this  condueft; 
but  they  did  not  feem  to  know  their  own  place.  Mr.  Andrew 
Stuart  ronfidered  them  as  agents  for  ftr  John  Stewart  in  the  Criminal 
Procefs  before  the  Tournelle:  and  (as  he  has  certified)  “  the  P- P*  6o8.f. 
laws  of  France  exprefly  prohibit  any  communication,  diredlly 
or  indiredlly,  to  the  defender  of  the  pieces  in  procefs,  until 
after  a  certain  period  in  the  caufe.”  Some  people  may  perhaps 
imagine,  that  the  counfel  for  Mr.  Douglas,  in  the  Civil  Procefs 
in  Scotland,  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  affairs  of  ftr  John  Stewart 
or  Mrs.  Hewit  in  France  and  that  fuch  a  reply  ferved  only  to 
confound  the  different  rules  of  the  two  courts,  and  perplex  the 
adminiftration  of  juftice  :  however  this  may  be,  it  is  certain,  that 

thefe  books  were  not  open  to  the  defender  till  the  5th  of  July  1765  j  - 604  s. 

until,  as  Mr.  Stuart  obferves,  the  depofitions  at  Rheims  were  ft-  607.  e. 

nifhed. 


H 
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Of  the  State  of  the  Alibi  at  MicheVs^  Aff  IL 


SECT.  III. 

Of  the  fate  of  the  alibi  at  Michel' Sy  when  the  fuit  commenced. 


O 


N  the  20th  of  November  1762,  twelve  days  after  Michel’s  book 
had  been  lodged  in  fafe  hands,  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  wrote  into 
Scotland  by  exprefs,  to  acquaint  the  guardians  of  duke  Hamilton 
with  the  difeoveries  he  had  made,  and  to  advife  them  to  begin 
the  procefs  ;  and  defired  their  affent  to  the  propofal  of  beginning 
a  Criminal  Procefs  in  France.  Vide  the  Refpondent’s  Cafe  on  the 
appeal  to  the  houfe  of  lords  in  1763,  p.  2. 

Accordingly  Adtions  of  Redudlion  were  commenced  in  Scotland 
D.P.1016.C.  on  the  7th  of  December  1762;  and  the  premiere  plainte  to  the 
parliament  of  Paris  bears  date  the  17th  of  the  fame  month. 

In  this  firft  plainte  we  have  the  original  Rate  of  the  purfuers' 
proof,  on  which  the  caufe  was  commenced. 

Befides  the  prefumptive  proof  which  is  fo  contrived  as  to  be 
the  fame  at  all  times,  let  the  Rate  of  the  fadls  vary  as  it  may, 
we  have  the  following  account  of  the  alibi  evidence. 

_ _ 1022.A.  “  ^  Que  le  chevalier  Stewart,  la  dite  Jeanne  Douglas  fa  femme, 

&  la  demoifelle  Hewit,  durent  arriver  a  Paris  le  quatre  du  dit 
“  mois  de  Juillet,  vraifemblablement  a  I’hotel  de  Chalons,  rue 
‘‘  St.  Martin,  ou  defeendent  frequemment  les  voyageurs  du  ca- 
“  roffe. 


1022. B. 


e. 


««  Queie  huit  du  meme  mois  les  dites  perfonnes  vinrent  loger, 
“  avec  un  exterieur  de  miftere,  a  I’hotel  d’Anjou,  rue  Serpente, 
chez  le  nomme  Michel  perruquier  (la  dite  lady  Jeanne  Douglas 
n’ayant  alors  aucune  apparence  ni  de  grolTeffe,  ni  d’accouche- 
ment)  &  que  leur  entree  dans  le  dit  hotel  eft  prouvee  par  le  re- 
giftre  de  I’infpedeur  de  police,  qui  porte  ces  mots,  Mr.  Flu- 
“  ralty  Ecofoisy  &  fa  famille  entre  le  huit  Juillet  mil  fept  cent 
“  quarante  huit :  mots  qu’on  a  lieu  de  croire  avoir  ete  ecrits  de 
“  la  propre  main  du  fieur  Stewart.” 
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•  “  That  fir  John  Stewart  and  lady  Jane  Douglas,  his  wife,  and  Mrs.  Hewit,  arrived  at 
Paris  on  the  fourth  of  July,  probably  at  the  hotel  de  Chalons,  rue  St.  Martin  ;  where  the 
paffengers  in  the  ftage-coach  frequently  alight. — That  the  eighth  of  this  month  the  fame 
perfons  went  to  lodge  in  a  myfterious  manner  at  the  hotel  d’Anjou,  rue  Serpente,  kept 
by  Michel,  a  barber  ;  lady  Jane  having  then  no  appearance  either  of  pregnancy,  or  of 
delivery  ;  and  their  entry  in  this  hotel  is  proved  by  the  regifter  of  the  infpeftor  of  police, 
which  contains  thefe  words,  Mr.  Fluralt,  a  Scotchman,  and  his  family^  entered  the  %th  of  July, 
1748  ;  words  which  there  is  reafon  to  believe  were  written  by  fir  John  Stewart  himfelf.” 

There 


Se6t.  3.  when  the  Suit  commenced-  51 

There  is  no  reafon  to  doubt,  that  this  fad  of  the  entry  at  Mi¬ 
chel's  on  the  8th  of  July,  faid  to  be  written  by  fir  John  Stewart’s 
own  hand,  was  the  important  difcovery  fent  into  Scotland  by  ex- 
prefs  on  the  20th  of  November.  Indeed  it  was  all  which  Mr.  An¬ 
drew  Stuart  had  difcovered ;  unlefs  one  fhould  call  his  having  not 
difcovered  Pierre  La  Marre  and  Mad.  Le  Brun  a  difcovery  :  it  was 
well  worth  the  pains  he  had  taken  ;  it  appeared  fatal  to  the  De¬ 
fender.  No  man  was  better  qualified  to  judge  of  the  hand- writ¬ 
ing  of  fir  John,  than  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart.  He  examined  the  book 
with  attention,  and  made  himfelf  anfwerable  to  his  French  coun-  • 
fel,  and  in  confequence  to  the  whole  ftate  of  France,  civil  and  ec- 
clefiaftical,  that  the  entry  was  written  by  fir  John  Stewart.  If 
Sir  John  and  lady  Jane  had  been  at  Michel’s  from  the  8th  of  July 
to  the  end  of  the  month,  it  was  certain  fhe  could  not  have  been 
delivered  of  Mr.  Douglas  and  his  brother  atLeBrun’s  on  the  loth. 


SECT.  IV. 

Of  the  double  logement  at  Michel:  sand  GodefroiSy  as  adopted  in  1763. 

This  account  fuffered  fome  little  variation  in  the  year  1763* 
About  this  time  a  general  record  of  police  was  difcovered,  in 
which  there  was  an  entry  in  thefe  words  :  *‘12  Juillet,  Godefroi  D, 
“  a  la  ville  de  Chalons,  quartier  St.  Martin,  rue  St.  Martin. 

“  Stuard,  gentilhomme  Ecoflbis,  avec  fa  femme.  This  record 
was  haftily  fuppofed  to  afford  convincing  proofs,  that  fir  John  was 
adiually  at  Godefroi’s  on  the  1 2th  i  and  gave  occafion  to  the  fol¬ 
lowing  article  in  the  Monitoire  :  Qu’ils  arriyerent  a  Paris  le  - 

4  du  ditmois  de  Juillet  1748,  &  defcendirent  a  I’hotel  de  Cha- 
Ions  rue  St.  Martin,  oil  ils  refterent  obfcurement  depuis  le  dit 
“  jour  jufqu’,  &  compris  le  14  du  dit  mois ;  pendant  I’intervalle 
“  du  quel  fejour  ils  prirent,  le  8  du  meme  mois,  un  autre  loge- 
“  ment,  fous  un  nom  deguife,  a  I’hotel  d’Anjou  rue  Serpente,  & 

“  y  demeurerent  myfterieufement,  depuis  leur  entree  jufqu  a  la 
“  fin  du  dit  mois,  qu’ils  quitterent  Paris.” 

This  double  logement,  though  publifhed  in  Scotland  and  by  the 
authority  of  the  magiftrate  in  France,  was  never  brought  into 
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That  they  arrived  at  Paris  the  4th  of^e  faid  month  of  July,  and  alighted  at  the  ho¬ 
tel  de  Chalons,  rue  St.  Martin,  where  they  remained  privately  till,  and  including,  the 
14th  of  the  faid  month  ;  in  the  interval  of  which  time,  they  upon  the  8th  took  another 
lodging,  under  a  feigned  name,  at  the  hotel  d’Anjou,  rue  Serpente,  where  t  ey  remaine 
in  a  concealed  manner,  from  the  time  of  their  entry  until  the  end  of  the  ai  mon  , 
when  they  left  Paris.”  - 

H  2  pi'oof 


H  2 


\ 

5  2  Of  the  Alibi  at  Mkher^y  AfE  11. 

Seq.  toMem.  proof  in  either  procefs.  The  purfuers  in  a  manner  own,  that  they 
p.  17, 22, 26.  jigyej.  any  authority  for  it;  and  that  their  own  witnelTes.  al¬ 
ways  told  them  a  different  ftory.  We  muft  therefore  confider  it 
as  one  of  thofe  arts,  which  did  the  defender  much  damage,  which 
difgraced  fir  John  Stewart  in  the  eyes  of  his  friends  and  of  the 
people,  by  adding  one  artifice  more  to  the  weight  of  falfhood  with 
which  he  was  charged. 

The  Condefccndance  of  Fadls  was  delivered  to  the  court  of 
Seffion  on  the  29th  June  1763;  and  there,  as  We  have  feen,  the 
refidence  of  fir  John  Stewart,  &c.  at  Godefroi’s  and  Michel’s  is 
left  wholly  indeterminate  ;  and  they  are  reprefented  rather  as  pafi- 
ing  to  and  from  one  houfe  to  the  other,  than  as  adiualiy  refiding 
'  in  either  of  them. 

In  the  courfe  of  the  winter  1-764  the  defender  had  fhewn,  that 
the  entry  of  the  12th  of  July  in  the  general  record  did  not  prove 
the  actual  refidence  of  fir  John  Stewart  at  that  time,  but  only  that  he 
had  been  at  the  place  fpecified  fome  time  between  the  preceding 
report  and  that  of  the  lathj  which  no  one  denied.  The  pur¬ 
fuers  in  confequence  of  this  refumed  their  firfl  plan;  and  the  fa<5t 
brought  to  proof  in  April  1765  is  the  fame,  which  ^peared  in 
the  earlier  plainfes  ;  that  the  company  came  to  Godefroi’s  on  the 
4th  of  July  r748  ;  that  they  removed  to  Michel’s  on  the  8th  ; 
where  they  remained  to  the  end  of  the  month  ;  and  that  the  en- 
'  try  of  Fluralt  was  written  by  fir  John  Stewart. 

SECT.  V. 

Of  the  alibi  at  Michel's  ^  as  fated  in  Afril  1765. 

AS  the  book,  it  was  faid,  could  not  be  obtained,  Mr.  Duruif- 
^  feau  was  the  firfl  witnefs  examined  on  April  the  12th  1765. 
He  is  called  to  certify  the  contents,  and  to  eftabliOi  the  authority 
of  Michel’s  livre  d’infpedeur.  He  was  doubtlefs  by  his  office  and 
public  charader  the  mofl  proper  and  credible  witnefs,  who  could 
poffibly  be  produced.  He  depofes,  that  he  was  commifiary  of 
\  the  quarter  of  St.  Andrew  in  November  1762;  that  he  was  di- 

P.  P.  144.  I.  reded  by  an  ordonnance  of  the  lieutenant-general  of  police,  “  *  de 
confiater  le  regitre  de  Monf.  Michel :  qu’il  en  a  conflate  I’etat,  6c 
—  145.  A.  I’a  enfuite  remis  entre  les  mains  du  Sieur  Buhot,  qui  s’en  efl 
‘‘  charge  le  tout  fuivant  le  proces  verbal,  que  le  depofant  en 

To  look  at  the  Hate  of  the  regiller  kept  by  Michel ;  that  he  accordingly  did  fo,  and 
aft^wards  gave  it  to  Mr.  Buhot,  who  took  charge  of  it ;  agreeable  to  a  procefs  verbal 
> .  which  this  Deponent  made  out  thereof  on  the  8th  of  November  1762.** 


“  a  dref- 
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Setfl'.  5.  aijiatedin  April  176 5’ 

a  drefle  le  8  Novcmbre  1762.”  He  fays,  that  this  proofs  ver¬ 
bal  is  all  of  his  own  hand-writing,  and  he  delivers  it  in  as  rela- 
tivc  to  his  depofition. 

He  then  proceeds  to  the  contents  of  the  book,  and  declares, 

I  ft.  “  +  Que  rarticle  concernant  le  Sieur  Fluratl,  Ecoftbis,  &  p. 
“  fa  famille,  entres  le  8  Juillet  1748,  ne  lui  a  paru  nullement 
“  fufpea?,  d'autant  naieux  qu’il  y  avoit  des  vila  de  ce  regitrc, 

“  avant  &  apres  I’article  en  queftion.” 

2d.  Depofe  autant,  qu  il  pent  s’en  fouvenir,  que  rarticle,  qui  — 

precede  cclui  de  Monf.  Fluratl,  eft  d’une  date  anterieure  a  celle 
“  du  8  Julilet.” 

“  Qu’il  fe  fouvient  d’avoir  demande  a  Michel,  de  quelle 

ecriture  etoit  I’article  de  JVlonf.  Fluratl  i  &  que  Michel  lui  a 
“  repondu,  que  cet  article  n’etoit  ni  de  fon  ecriture,  ni  de  celle 
“  de  fa  femme;  &  qu’il  prefumoit  qu’il  etoit  de  la  perfonne,  qui 

avoit  dit  fe  nommer  Fluratl.” 

4th.  “  Que  le  livre  des  chambres  garnies,  que  Michel  apporte  au  — 
‘‘  depofant  tous  les  mois,  depuis  que  le  depofant  a  le  departement 
“  de  ce  quartier,  eft  pofterieur  a  I  annee  175®*  ^  ^  a  jamais 

«  vu  le  livre,  que  le  dit  Michel  avoit  a  I’ufage  du  commiflaire  pour 

I’annee  1748.” 

cth.  Que  I’article  concernant  le  Sieur  Fluratl  lui  a  paru  d  une  — 
“  ’Ecriture  ^ftinae  &  differente  de  tous  les  articles  ecrits  tant  fur 
“  la  meme  page,  que  fur  celle  d  a  cote. 

6th.  “  Qu’autant  qu’il  peut  s’en  fouvenir,  cet  article  lui  a  paru  - 
“  ecrit  d’une  ecriture  affez  bien  formee  ;  &  qu  il  etoit  le  mieux 
“  ecrit  de  ceux  de  la  meme  page  &  de  ceux  d  a  cote. 


a 

<< 


+  “  ift.  That  the  article  concerning  Mr.  Fluratl,  a  Scotchman,  and  his  family,  entered  the 
8th  of  Tuly  1748,  did  not  appear  to  him  at  all  fulpicious,  more  efpecially  as  e 
had  vifa’s  upon  this  regifter  before  and  after  the  article  in  queftion. 

“  2d.  That,  fo  far  as  he  can  remember, ^the  article  preceding  this  of  Mr.  Fluratl  is  of  a 
date  anterior  to  that  of  the  8th  of  July. 

«  gd  That  he  remembers  to  have  aflced  Michel,  whofe  hand-writing  the  article  of  Mp 
Flura'tl  was  ;  and  that  Michel  anfwered,  that  it  was  neither  his  hand-writing,  nor  his 
wife’s,  and  that  he  prefumed  it  was  the  perfon’s  hand-writing  who  called  himfelf  Fluratl. 

“  4th.  That  Michel’s  book  which  he  brings  to  this  deponent  every  month  fince  he  has 
had  that  quarter,  is  poderior  to  the  year  1750;  and  that^he  never  faw  the  book  which 
the  faid  Michel  kept  for  the  commiffary  in  the  year  1748. 

“  cth.  That  the  article  concerning  Mr.  Fluratl  appeared  to  him  of  a  diftina  and  diffe¬ 
rent  hand-writing  from  all  the  articles  on  the  fame  and  oppofite  pages. 

“  6th.  And  fo  far  as  he  can  remember,  that  article  appeared  to  him  to  be  written  m  a 
hand  very  well  for.med ;  and  that  it  was  the  bell  written  of  any  on  that  or  the  oppofite 

'Mad. 
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Of  the  Alibi  at  Michels^  Aff.  II. 

Mad.  Michel  is  the  next  witnefs  on  the  fubjed:.  She  was 
examined  April  the  15th  1765.  She  depofes,  **  ^  Que  dans  le 
livre  de  I’infpecfleur  depofe  a  Tournelle,  il  y  a  un  article  qui 
“  porte, — as  before  ; — ^que  cet  article  y  a  ete  inicrit  de  la  main  de 
Marie  MalilTet,  qui  etoit  alors  fervante  de  T hotel  D’ Anjou ; 
“  que  la  dit  Marie  ecrivit  cet  article  le  meme  jour  que  le  monfieur 
“  ell:  entr^  &  que  ce  fut  en  prefence  d’elle  depofante;  &  qu’il  y 
“  en  a  plufieurs  autres  dans  le  dit  regiftre,  qui  font  ecrits  de  cette 
meme  main  5  qu’elle  n’a  point  revu  le  fufdit  regitre  de  I’in- 
“  fped:eur  de  police ;  &  qu’elle  I’a  remis  au  Sieur  Buhot,  in- 
“  fped:eur  de  police  ;  6c  qu’elle  ne  le  vit  pas,  lorfqu’elle  depofa 
a  la  Tournelle.  Que  cet  article  de  Monf.  Fluratl  6c  fa  famille 
“  n’efl:  pas  porte  fur  le  livre  du  commiflaire,  qu’elle  vient  de  repre- 
“  fenter.  Qu’elle  n’a  plus  fon  regiftre  de  depenfe  de  I’annee  1748; 
“  mais  qu’elle  fe  fouvient,  qu’elle  n’a  point  ete  dans  le  cas  d’y  in- 
“  fcrire  aucun  article  relatif  a  ces  etrangers,  foit  parce  qu’ils  payoi- 
“  ent  comptant  ce  qu’elle  pouvoit  leur  fournir;  8c  qu’a  I’egard 
“  du  loger  de  leur  appartement,  c’etoit  le  livre  de  I’infpedleur  qui 
“  fervoit  de  regie  pour  en  fixer  I’epoque.” 

Mr.  Michel  was  examined  April  the  i8th.  He  depofes  the 
fame  as  his  wife  has  done  on  the  fubjedb  of  the  entry  ;  but  adds, 
^  Qug  quand  il  fut  chez  Monf.  le  commilfaire  Duruiffeau  pour 
“  remettre  fon  regitre  entre  les  mains  du  Monf.  Buhot,  il  a  dit, 
‘‘  que  I’article  de  I’entree  de  ces  trois  etrangers  etoit  ccrit  de  la 
“  main  de  Marie  fa  fervante.” 

Mad.  Godefroi  (firfl)  and  her  hufband  (fecond)  were  ex¬ 
amined  on  May  the  third.  They  both  declare,  that  Mr.  Stew¬ 
art  and  two  ladies  lodged  at  their  houfe  in  the  fummer  of  July 
1748.  They  then  exhibit  their  livre  d’infpedleur,  wherein  is  the 
entry  following:  “  7  Juillet  1748,  Mr.  Stewart  gentilhomme 
EcolTois  6c  madame  fon  epoujfe  f’  which,  they  obferve,  is  not 


*  “  That  in  the  infpeftor’s  book  depofited  at  the  Tournelle  there  is  an  article  which 
“  bears,  as  before. — That  this  article  was  written  in  it  by  Marie  MalilTet,  who  was  then  fer- 
“  vant  in  the  hotel  D’Anjou;  that  the  faid  Marie  wrote  this  article  the  fame  day  that  the 
“  gentleman  entered,  and  in  her  prefence  ;  and  there  are  fundry  other  articles  in  the  faid 
“  regifter  which  are  written  by  the  fame  hand  ;  and  fhe  has  not  feen  the  faid  regifter  fince ; 
**  thatlhe  gave  it  to  Mr.  Buhot,  infpedlor  of  police  ;  and  that  fhe  did  not  fee  it  when  flie  de- 
“  pofed  in  the  Tournelle. — That  this  article  of  Mr  Fluratl  is  not  written  in  her  commifiary 
“  book,  which  Ihe  produces.  That  fhe  has  not  her  book  of  expences  for  the  year  1748,  but 
*•  fhe  remembers,  that  fhe  had  no  occafion  to  write  in  it  any  articles  relative  to  thefe 
“  flrangers,  becaufe  they  paid  in  ready  money  for  every  thing  which  fhe  had  occafion  to 
“  provide  them  ;  and  it  was  the  infpcdlor’s  book,  which  fixed  the  time,  from  which  they 
“  paid  the  rent  of  their  lodgings.” 

“  That  when  he  was  at  Mr.  commifTary  DuruifTeau’s  in  order  to  deliver  his  book  to 
“  Mr.  Buhot,  he  faid,  that  the  article  of  the  entry  of  thefe  three  ftrangers  was  the  hand- 
“  writing  of  Marie  his  fervant.” 


exa6l : 
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Sed.  5.  as  Jlated  in  April  1765. 

exaa ;  and  as  for  the  time  thefe  ftrangers  ftaid,^  they  anfwer  no¬ 
thing  either  determinate  or  indeterminate,  pohtive  or  conjedural;  p.  P.97.K. 
but  refer  to  their  livre  de  depenfe,  which  was  locked  up  in  the  94- 
Tournelle. — They  declare  they  know  nothing  of  a  Mr.  La  Marre 
or  Mad.  Le  Brun  ;  and  that  fir  John  never  confulted  with  them 
on  the  fubjea  of  an  accoucheur  ;  and  this  declaration  feems  to  be 
the  principal  point,  which  the  purfuers  propofed  to  prove  by  the 
prefent  depohtions  of  thefe  people. 

The  facets  afcertained  by  thefe  witneffes  are  precifely  thofe, 
which  are  Hated  in  the  firft  plainte.  The  three  years  labour  of 
Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  feerned  rewarded  by  the  explicit  confirmation 
of  thefe  important  difcoveries,  which  he  had  fent  exprefs  into 
Scotland  on  November  the  20th  1762  ;  and  the  triumph  of  the 
purfuers  was  compleat.  The  houfe  of  lords  haddifpenfed  with  them 
from  the  burden  of  procuring  the  books,  which  was  thought  a  thing 
impradicable ;  but  they  had  fupplied  this  want  by  the  cleared: 
and  mod:  honourable  method,  by  the  tedimony  of  that  veiy 
officer  of  police,  who  had  been  charged  to  examine  the  date  of 
the  book  before  it  was  delivered  up.  It  is  true,  this  gentleman 
had  met  with  fome  little  contradidion  frorn  the  Michels  :  the 
livre  du  commifiTaire,  which  they  produced,^  did  begin  earlier 
the  year  1750.  Mr.  DuruifiTeau  had  feen  it  once  a  month;  but 
this  alone  might  be  imputed  to  midake  ;  and  Mr.  Michel  de¬ 
clared  he  had  told  him,  that  the  entry  of  thefe  foreigners  was  writ¬ 
ten  by  the  maid  Marie ;  but  who  would  believe  this  ordinary  witnefs 
in  preference  to  the  magidrate,  and  his  procefs  verbal  made  up  at 
the  very  indant,  and  confirmed  as  they  were  by  Mr.  Andrew  Stu¬ 
art,  who  knew  well  the  hand-writing  of  fir  John,  who  had 
examined  the  book  attentively,  and  whofe  veracity  was  above 
fufpicion  ?  The  defender,  it  diould  feein,  had  nothing  to^  fear, 
but  the  re-delivery  of  the  book ;  in  which  cafe  Mr.  Stuart  s  ob- 
fervation  might  have  been  confirmed  by  the  numerous  letters  of 
fir  John  Stewart  adually  in  procefs ;  or  if  need  were,  by  the  tedi- 
inony  of  fome  difintereded  Scotchman,  who  knew  his  hand¬ 
writing. 

As  the  proof  dood  on  the  3d  of  May  i7^5>  appeared 
plain,  that  fir  John  Stewart  and  lady  Jane  came  to  Michep  on 
the  Sth  of  July ;  that  they  brought  the  child  thither  on  the  le- 
cond  or  third  day  after  their  entry  ;  all  which  was  eafily  tagged 
in  fuch  a  manner  as  to  coincide  with  the  day  on  which  the  Mig- 
nons  lod  their  child,  Thurfday  the  nth  of  July.  Sudi  a  rare 
coincidence  of  two  independent  events,  proved  by  witnefles  who 
had  no  connedion  with  each  other,  could  not  but  drike  every  ra¬ 
tional  mind,  and  affaire  fuccefs  to  the  purfuers.  c 


Of  the  ProduSlion  of  MicheTs  Book^  Aff.  II. 

SECT.  VI. 

Of  the  prodiiBion  of  Michel's  book  in  ^July  1765. 

WHAT  muft  be  our  furprize  to  find,  that  a  cold  and  chilling 
frofl:  came  in  this  month  of  July  1765,  from  what  quarter 
we  cannot  tell,  to  blafi:  thefe  laurels  ?  Either  the  conquerors  were 
furfeited  with  their  victory,  or  the  French  court  relaxed  its  fi:ri6t- 
nefs,  or  the  defender’s  agents  were  in  one  point  more  fuperior  to 
thepurfuers.  Which  of  thefe  was  the  caufe  is  not  faid,  but  fome 
caufe  or  other  produced  an  extraordinary  effedt ;  and  Mr.  An- 
P.P.  604.  G.  drew  Stuart  gave  notice  to  Mr.  M‘Conochie  at  Bruflels  on  the 
5th  of  July  1765,  that  the  books  might  be  feen  in  the  hands  of 
Mr.  D’Anjou. 

Though  this  notice  was  given  only  on  the  5  th  of  July,  yet  the 
purfuers  agents  forefaw,  that  it  might  be  neceflary  mucli  earlier. 
When  the  examination  of  Godefroi  ended  on  May  the  3d,  much 
of  the  credit  cf  that  fyftem  depended  on  the  coincidence  of  the  en- 
—  218.  D.  levement  of  Mignon’s  child  with  the  entry  at  Michel’s  j  and  there¬ 
fore  on  the  20th  of  May,  feveral  months  after  the  examinations 
of  the  Mignons  had  been  finifhed,  Mr.  Mortier,  diredlor-general 
of  the  glafs  manufadlory,  was  examined  to  prove,  that  the  celebra¬ 
tion  of  St.  Clair’s  feaft  had  been  deferred  in  1748  from  the  i8th 
to  the  2 2d  of  July  ;  in  order,  as  it  fhould  feem,  that  they  might 
be  afterwards  at  liberty  to  infift,  that  the  enlevement  happened 
either  on  the  j  ith  or  i8th  of  July,  as  they  (hould  find  it  necef- 
fary  ;  becaufe  they  forefaw,  that  if  the  proof  of  the  entry  to  Mi* 
chel’s  on  the  8th  of  July  1748  fhould  be  found  to  be  inlufficient, 
and  that  the  real  entry  at  that  houfe  was  later,  the  enlevement 
muft  of  courfe  be  delayed  till  the  i8th. 

. —  607.  L.  On  the  23d  of  May  Mr.  M‘Conochie  wrote  to  Mr.  Stuart,  de¬ 

firing  him  to  procure  the  necefiary  excerpts  from  Godefroi’s  book, 
to  which  Mr.  and  Mad.  Godefroi  had  referred  in  their  depofitions: 

- 608.  A.  this  requefi:  was  not  complied  with.  Mr.  Stuart  alledged,  that  the 

defender’s  agent  had  already  feen  all  that  the  purfuers  had  in  their 
—  607. B.  power;  that  the  defender  had  conftantly  refufed  to  join  in  a  re¬ 
quefi;  to  the  parliament  of  Paris  with  the  purfuers  ;  and  that  by 

- - 607.  D.  the  whole  fcope  of  the  anfwers  then  given  in,  and  fubfequent 

proceedings,  the  purfuers  were  put  under  the  neceffity  of  laying 
afide  all  thoughts  of  applying  to  the  parliament  about  thefe  books, 
till  fuch  time  as  the  other  parts  of  the  proof  in  France  were 
finifiied. 


The 
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The  purfuers  therefore  did  not  apply  to  the  parliament  con¬ 
cerning  thefe  books,  until  the  depofitions  at  Rheims  were  taken. 
As  foon  as  thefe  were  finilhed,  they  immediately  figned  a  requete 
to  the  parliament  for  obtaining  to  both  parties  inlpedion  of  the 
books. 

Whether  this  may  be  received  as  a  juftification,  is  a  matter  of 
opinion,  on  which  every  one  will  judge  for  himfelf.  It  appears 
pretty  clearly,  that  the  examination  of  Mr.  Maillefer,  previous  to 
the  production  of  his  letters  to  Mr.  Godefroi,  was  detrimental  to 
the  defender.  The  commiffioners  were  at  Bruflels  on  their  re¬ 
turn  to  Paris  July  the  5th,  when  notice  was  given,  that  the 
books  might  be  feen ;  which  were  accordingly  infpeCled  by  both 
parties  July  the  12th  1765,  when  the  proof  was  almofh  clofed ; 
two  years  and  feven  months  after  the  commencement  of  the 


The  jivre  d’infpeCteur  of  the  hotel  D’ Anjou  was  firft  produced  ; 
and  Michel  and  his  wife  were  called  to  a  fecond  examination  on 
July  the  23d  1765.  Two  leaves  of  copper-plate  taken  in  France 
are  the  right  of  both  parties  j  they  are  exaCt  reprefentations  of 
.the  reverfe  of  the  fifth,  and  firft  page  of  the  fixth,  leaf  of  Michel  s 
book,  and  rnay  be  found  at  the  end  of  the  defender’s  proof :  they 
■fhould  be  in  the 'hands  of  every  one,  who.wifties  to  forma  right 
judgment  of  this  caufe,  and  are  referred  to  in  the  margin  of  the 
following  remarks  as  plate  firft  .and  fecond  :  the  numbers  pre¬ 
fixed  to  the  remarks  anfwer  to  thofe  in  the  quotation  from  Mr. 
Duruifteau’s  depofition. 


I  ft.  It  appears  from  the  infpeClion  of  the  plates,  that  no  vifa  of  PI.  ift.A.2d. 
the  infpeCtor  follows  the  article  of  Fluratl  on  the  fame  page ; 
and  that  the  vifa  which  precedes  it,  is  feparated  by  fix  other 
articles. 

2d.  The  article  which  immediately  precedes  that  of  Fluratl,  PI.  2d.  A.  7. 
was  once  dated  the  12th ;  and  ftands  now  corrected  to  the  loth : 
both  pofterior  to  the  date  of  the  article  in  queftion,  July  the  8th. 

3d.  It  appears  altogether  incredible,  that  Michel  or  his  wife  P.  P.  122.  g. 
fhould  have  faid,  that  the  article-of  Fluratl  was  written  by  the 
gentleman  himfelf ,  becaufe  the  perfons,  to  whom  they  fpoke, 
had  the  book  in  their  power,  and  could  convid;  them  of  falfe- 
hood,  had  they  faid  fo,  whenever  it  was  for  their  intereft. 


4th.  What  Mr.  Duruifieau  faid  about  the  livre  de  commifiaire, 
cannot  fie  any  longer  allowed  .to  be  a  bare  miftake,  when  he  ftands 
copvided  of  perjury  in  every  other  particular  to  which  he  has 
depofed.  .  ^ 
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5th.  The  article  of  Fluratl  is  written  by  the  fame  hand,  which 
7-  entered  feveral  others  on  the  fame  and  oppofite  pages,  which  are 
dated  in  the  months  of  April  and  May,  when  fir  Johp  was  at 
*.  Aix  3  and  which  Mr.  Michel  and  his  wife  depofe  (as  they  had 
done  before)  is  the  hand  of  their  maid  Marie. 

6th.  This  article  is  not  better  written  than  the  five  other 
articles,  which  are  found  in  the  fame  hand-writing  on  this  and 
the  oppofite  page. 

When  Mr.  Duruifieau  was  thus  put  to  fliame  by  the  bare  in- 
fpe£tion  of  the  book,  and  the  veracity  of  Michel  and  his  wife 
eftablifhed,  the  whole  edifice  of  the  purfuers  proof  crumbled 
to  pieces  :  there  was  not  one  fingle  circumftance  of  pofitive 
proof  left. 

The  purfuers  memorialifi:  in  the  long  apology  for  the  condud: 
of  their  agents,  called  the  Sequel  to  the  Memorial,  has  never 
once  mentioned  the  name  of  DuruilTeau.  His  depofition  is  printed 
in  their  proof,  page  144.  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  had  faid,  the  entry 
of  Fluratl  was  of  the  hand-writing  of  fir  John  Stewart ;  the  me¬ 
morialifi;  pafiTes  over  all  this  as  a  mifiake  ;  and  inflead  of  fpeaking 
of  Mr.  Stuart’s  knowle^lge  in  this  matter,  talks  of  his  ^\x\\  perfua~ 
Jion.  Whether  all  this  was  mifi:ake  or  fomething  elfe  will  appear 
from  the  following  obfervations,. 


SECT.  VII. 


Remarks  on  the  evidence  arijing  from  Micher s  book» 


ifi:.  T  TAD  Mr.  Duruifibau  incidentally  fallen  into  thefe  falfe- 
hoods  in  the  courfe  of  a  long  and  tedious  depofition  3. 
had  he  been  teazed  by  the  defender’s  counfel,  in  the  manner  the 
purfuers  have  ufed  Mrs.  Hewit,  Ifabel  Walker,  Mr.  Menager, 
Mad.  Gamier,  and  others  the  defender’s  witnefiTes,  by  a  crofs- ex¬ 
amination  of  many  hours  on  trifling  circumftances  fingly  cal¬ 
culated  to  lead  the  witnelTes  into  contradidions  \  we  fhould  can¬ 
didly  have  imputed  his  falfiioods  to  miftake.  But  his  depofition 
is  very  fhort ;  he  is  introduced  for  the  fingle  purpofe  of  telling 
thefe  falfiioods,  and  for  nothing  elfe.  The  purfuers  agents  had 
feen  the  book,  as  well  as  he  j  and  they  knew  long  before,  how 
he  would  anfwer  to  every  point,  on  which  they  examined  him  3 
except  perhaps  to  a  trifling  queftion  or  two  about  the  regulations 
of  the  police,  which  had  been  anfwered  before. 

2d.  There  is  no  frefii  difcovery  made  to  the  purfuers  by  the 
return  of  the  books  from  the  Tournelle  :  thefe  pages  mufi:  and 


did 
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did  appear  to  the  purfuers  agents  in  October,  November,  and 
December  1762,  the  fame  as  they  appeared  in  July  17^5*  They 
pafled  through Yeveral  flrid  examinations,  before  the  book  was 
locked  up  5  while  it  was  yet  at  Michel’s  ‘‘  Le  Tuteur  du  due 
“  d’Amilton  regarda  attentivement  I’ecriture  de  ce  livre  on  the 
8th  of  November  1762;  it  underwent  a  fecond  examination  be¬ 
fore  the  magiftrate  of  the  quarter,  in  the  prefence  of  Mr.  Clos 
and  ?v'Ir  Buhot,  two  French  agents  of  the  purfuers  ;  from  this 
day  to  the  i8th  of  December  it  remained  in  the  hands  of  the 
purfuers  agents  themfelves  j  and  they  might  have  feen  it  every 
day  for  near  fix  weeks  together.  It  underwent  a  third  examina¬ 
tion  at  the  Tournelle,  and  the  article  is  returned  with  the  mark 
of  the  court,  “  paraphe  au  defir  de  1  information  du  i8th  Dec. 

“  1762.” 

^d.  It  was  given  out,  that  M^r.  and  IVIad.  M!ichel  had  faid, 
that  the  entry  was  of  the  hand-writing  of  the  gentleman  himfelf  j 
words,  which  they  have  both  contradid:ed  upon  oath,  and  which  P.P.  m.  r. 
they  could  not  poffibly  fay  with  common  lecurity  to  themfelves  X22.G. 
at  the  time  they  parted  with  their  book  into  the  keeping  of  ano¬ 
ther  perfon. 

4th.  Though  the  book  was  delivered  into  the  Tournelle  on 
the  i8th  of  December  1762,  the  fame  day  on  which  the  Michels 
were  examined,  care  was  taken,  that  Mad.  Michel  never 

fee  it.  Mad.  Michel  herfelf  complained  fhe  was  not  heard.  1  ne 
court  of  Tournelle  either  had  no  evidence  before  it  relating  to 
the  hand-writing,  or  it  was  deceived  by  the  falfe  return  of  Mr. 
DuruifTeau,  or  fome  other  perjured  witnefs  who  had  an  interefl:  in 

the  fraud. 

cth.  In  all  the  purfuers  papers,  in  the  memoire  a  confulter,  in 
Mr.  Duruiffeau’s  procefs-yerbal,  in  the  plainte,  and  in^  the 
moire  fur  la  plainte,  the  name  is  written  Fluralt,  which  is  a  forged 
name  :  it  is  really  either  Fluratl,  or  Flurutl.  But  as  tl  me  end 
of  a  word  are  not  articulate  either  in  French  or  Englifh,  this 
change  was  neceffary  to  make  it  believed,  that  the  gentleman 
wrote  his  name  himfelf.  The  true  reading;  appears  for  the  nr 
time  in  Mr.  Duruiffeau’s  printed  depofition. 

6th.  The  time,  in  which  Mr.  Mortier’s  depofition  was  taken, 
affords  a  reafonable  ground  for  fufpicion,  that  the  purfuers 
agents  very  well  remembered  in  May  1765  the  real  contents  ot 

Michel’s  book.  , 

I  2  7^^- 
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7th.  The  entry  of  Fluratl  does  not  in  any  fnanner  refemble 
theliand-writing  of  fir  John  Stewart.  It  is  the  hafty  fcribble 
of  a  good  French  hand,  which  no  Briton  could  write  ;  and  it 
is  notorioufly  the  fame  as  five  other  articles  on  the  fame  and  op- 
pofite  pages,  wrote  when  lir  John  was  at  Aix  and  Rheims,_^  The 
purfuers  memorialift  tells  us,  that  the  barbarous  word  Fluratl 
is  an  imitation  of  fir  John  Stevvart’s  manner  of  writing  his  own 
name,  which  he  had  probably  given  in  writing  to  the  m^id, 
and  which  fhe  could  not  read.  It  is  very  probably  copied  from  fir 
John’s  own  writing  ;  but  it  appears  by  infpeition,  that  the  maid 
did  not  mean  to  imitate  fir  John  Stewart’s  hand.  She  has  written 
her  own  F  for  his  S,  two  //’s  for  his  //’s,  nr  for  his  ew,  and  t  for 
his  r  and  for  the  a  fhe  has  either  made  a  or  n.  Had  this  writ¬ 
ing  really  been  Inch  a  perfedt  refemblance  of  fir  John’s  maririer 
of  figning,  as  to  deceive  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart,  he  would  not  have 
read  it  Fluralt,  but  Stewart ;  inflead  of  which  he  called  it  Flu- 
ralt,  as  others  would  have  called  it  Fluratl  j  and  at  the  fame  time 
declared,  on  his  own  knowledge,  that  it  was  fir  John  Stewart’s 
hand-writing  :  and  Mr.  Duruiffeau  comes  at  the  end  of  two  years 
and  an  half  to  fwear,  that  it  was  better  written  than  any  other 
article  in  that  or  the  oppofite  page. 

.A 

In  the  year  1764  (when  fome  points  of  law,  which  had  arifen 
in  the  caufe,  were  brought  before  the  houfe  of  lords)  and  after¬ 
wards  in  Scotland,  it  was  charged  home  upon  the  purfuers,  that 
Seq.  toMem.  article  in  Michel’s  book  was  2.  forgery.  The  Michels  averred* 
p.  75.  that  when  they  gave  their  book  to  Mr.  Buhot,  the  article  of  Flu¬ 
ratl  was  written  in  the  hand  of  their  maid  Marie.  The  purfuers 
declared  in  the  Monitoire,  and  in  all  converfations,  that  it  was 
in  the  hand-v/riting  of  fir  John  Stewart.  As  the  cafe  then  flood, 
the  moft  probable  and  candid  conclufion  was,  that  the  article  had 
been  changed  ;  that  the  girl’s  writing  had  been  defaced,  and 
,  another  put  in  its  place  in  imitation  of  fir  John  Stewart’s  writing, 

which  had  deceived  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart.  But  when  the  whole 
appears  in  its  true  colours,  there  is  nothing  wrong  in  this  charge, 
but  the  name;  it  was  not  forgery,  it  was  perjury  ;  and  thofe  who 
will  fwear  falfely,  will  forge  where  they  can,  and  publifli  Fluralt 
for  Fluratl. 


8th.  The  purfuers  feem  to  have  thought  the  Michels-  in  their 
power  :  their  books  were  irregularly  kept,  and  they  might  pofli- 
bly  be  diferedited  with  the  officers  of  police.  But  they  have 
done  their  duty,  and  fpoke  the  .  truth.  Mr.  Duruiffeau  certainly 
took  a  bold  hep  in  depofing  to  a  falfe  account  of  the  livre  de  com- 

miffaire  ^ 
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rniMrci  when  Michel  produced  the  book,  thededgn,  for  which 
he  had  been  engaged  to  give  this  account,  was  very  obvious.  The 
article  relating  to  Fluratl  was  omitted,  and  this  omidion  afforded 
an  additional  proof  of  irregularity  in  the  entry,  which  the  pur- 
fuers  were  defirous  to  conceal. 

Qth.  If  there  is  any  perjury  in  DuruifTeau’s  depofition,  or  any 
fraud  in  thofe  who  employed  him,  (as  there  certainly  is)  the 
Godefrois  are  plainly  accomplices. 

Let  us  fee,  whether  what  thefe  perfons  have  fworn  on  May 
3d  1765,  is  anfwerable  to  what  they  have  profefTed  to  know. 

They  both  begin'  with  pointing  to  their  livrt  d’infpeaeur  as  a 
rule  for  knowing  the  month  ;  but  as  the  article  of  Mr.  Stew-art  in  ' 
this  book  bore  date  7  Juillet,  only  one  day  before  the  date  which 
Mr.  Duruiffeau  had  dfeertairied  to  the  article  in  Michel’s,  they 
both  “  obferve,  that  this  date  is  not  exa<ft ;  and  ti'v^y  remember  » 
too,  that  there  were  three  ^  perfons  in  company,  thou^h^only  two  ; 
are  mentioned  ;  but  a‘S  to  the  time,  at  which  thefe  tiiee  per-  _ 
fons  arrived,  though  they  had  the  livre  d’infpedeur  before 
them,  they  are  ftill  fo  diftruftful  of  their  memories,  that  they 
fpeak  of  it  only  indeterminately,  “  ^  e’etoit  dans  I’ete  de 
They  both  fpeak  of  their  houfhold-book  for  the  year  1748,  which 
they  fay  is  not  in  their  poffeffion,  but  is  depofited  in  the  Tour- 
iielle  ;  and  obferve,  that -the  account  of  thefe  three  Grangers  is  m 
that  book.  Mr.  Godefroi  remembers,  that  they  ftaid  que/ques 
jours  more  than  they  intended,  whilft  the  lodging  they  had  taken 
elfewhere  was  cleared  of  buggs  and  what  makes  him  remembet 
this  is,  that  they  paid  their  account  at  two  feveral  times,  as  would 
appear  by  his  houfhold-book  :  but  he  does  not  fay  at  what  time 
after  their  arrival  the  firft  account  was  paid;  it  may  have  been 
paid,  for  any  thing  Which  here  appears,  on  the  fecond  as  well 
as  on  the  fourth  day  after  their  arrival,  and  be  equally  confident 
with  Mr.  Duruifleau’s  previous  depofition,  as  with  any  other. 
He  remembers  too,  that  the  articles  in  this  houlhold-book  were 
in  the  hand-writing  of  his  wife  ;  which  was  not  quite  true. 
Mad.  Godefroi,  though  no  houdiold-book  was  yet  in  procefs, 
is  fo  good  as  to  fay,  that  in  their  houlhold-books  they  fometimes 
open  an  account  with  the  vague  defignation  of  Monfieur  ou 
Madame— at  the  top.  They  have  not  the  le^ft  remembrance  of 
the  perfons  of  the.  women  ;  but  as  caufa  feientiae  of  what  they  now 
fay,  or  what  they  had  faid  formerly,  and  may  be  defiied  to  fay 
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97.  E. 

-  94.  G. 


-97.E. 

•  96.  C. 
-98. c. 
■94.  t. 


'  98.  B. 
'94’  *• 

.97.  K. 
■  94.  H, 
.96.  I. 
•  96.  K.. 


95.Li 
99.  G, 


■  98.  c. 
95.  G. 


•  It  was  iiv  the  fummer  1748. 


here- 
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hereafter,  they  remembet  that  the  gentleman  came  back  in  Au- 
guft  by  himfelf,  (as  would  appear  by  their  hoiuliold-book, 
p  p.  96.  D.  though  his  name  is  not  in  the  livre  d’infpeaeur)  and  dined  at  the 
—  95-^-  ordiiiary  ;  and  that  he  wore  a  red  coat,  and  was  recommended 

■ - ly  Mr.  Maillefer ;  that  the  company  were  lodged  backwards,  over 

^  a  place  which  is  now  a  liable,  and  had  only  two  rooms  for  three 

perfons. 

From  this  view  of  the  depofitions  of  thefe  perfons  on  the  3d 
of  May,  it  feems  they  had  good  memories  with  refpedl  to  all  the 
circumftances  they  have  fince  related  about  their  guefts,  except 
that  fingle  circumfance  of  the  time  they  ftaid  in  the  hotel ;  (a 
circumftance  which  we  are  required  by  the  purfuers  to  be¬ 
lieve  they  had  been  telling  to  every  one  who  alked  them,  for 
more  than  two  years,  and  which  they  had  depofed  before  the 
Tournelle) ;  anl  yet  an  account  of  this  had  been  publilhed  in  the 
Monitoire,  anc  from  thence  they  might  have  now  aflihed  their 
memories  witi  the  utmoft  precifion,  had  that  account  been  true; 
but  this  was  the  point  which  contradided  Mr.  DuruilTeau,  and 
was  therefore  to  be  concealed.  Perhaps  there  may  be  but  a  fen¬ 
der  j’-'^und  for  accufing  Mr.  and  Mad.  Godefroi  of  dired  and  po- 
dxive  perjury  on  account  of  what  they  depofed  at  this  time  ;  but 
if  they  really  believed  what  they  have  fince  fworn,  there  is  great 
room  to  condemn  them  for  grofs  prevarication  in  concealing  their 
conjedure,  and  in  endeavouring  to  throw  an  undue  weight  of 
credit  on  Mr.  DuruilTeau’s  teftimony,  which  in  this  cafe  they 
believed  to  befalfe,  efpecially  as  all  they  fay ’about  their  houfhold- 
book  before  it  came  into  procefs,  is  impertinent  and  out  of 
place,  fingly  calculated  to  pave  the  way  for  its  reception  with 
greater  credit,  if  ever  the  fraud  about  Michel’s  book  (hould  be 
deteded. 

From  what  has  been  faid,  it  appears,  and  is  now  admitted,  that 
Michel’s  book  is  of  no  authority  whatever ;  that  the  one  politive 
proof  of  the  purfuers,  which  was  fent  into  Scotland  in  Novem- 
P.P.iiii.1.9.  her  1762,  on  which  the  procefs  began  in  the  courts  of  the 
two  kingdoms,  is  a  wilful  and  abfolute  falfhood,  which  (lipped 
through  the  Tournelle  by  the  fuppreffion  of  Mad.  Michel’s  tefli- 
mony,  and  came  before  the  court  of  Seflion  fupported  by  the 
abandoned  perjury  of  Mr.  Duruiffeau,  the  prevarication  of  the 
Godefrois,  and  the  infinuation  that  the  entry  was  made  by  fir  John 
Stewart. 


SECT. 
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SEC  T.  VEI. 

Of  Mr,  Godefrois  books,  letters,  and  depoftion, 

HE  purfuers  do  not  blufh  to  reft  the  whole  ftrength  of  their 
caufe  on  the  fubfequent  depofitions  o?  Godefroi  and  his  wife, 
who  had  fo  bafely  truckled  to  the  perjury  of  Mr.  Duruifteau. 

On  the  30th  of  July,  1765  Mr.  and  Maq  Godefroi  were  exa-  P.  P.  100 
mined  a  fecond  time,  and  confronted  with  tbir  livre  de  depenfe, 
which  had  been  recovered  from  the  Tournelb.  This  book  con¬ 
tains  an  anonymous  article  conceived  in  the  t^’-ms  and  words  fol¬ 
lowing  :  . 

Juillet  1748.  Monfieur 

Du  Jeudy  4.  font  entres  a  fouper 

Deux  bouteilles  de  Bourgogne  — 

5.  Trois  bouteilles  de  Bourgogne  — 

6.  Trois  bouteilles  de  vin  .  — 

7.  Deux  bouteilles  de  vin  —  — * 

8.  Mr.  a  paye  6c  recommence  le  neuf  a  di¬ 

ner  hors  une  bouteille  de  Bourgogne, 

/  «  \ 


I 

I 

I 


10  — —  102 

16 

16 

12 
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fouper  “rr- 

^  I 

4 

Deux  bouteilles  de  Bourgogne 

— 

12 

Trois  bouteilles  de  Bourgogne 

—  I 

16 

Trois  bouteilles  de  Bourgogne 

—  I 

16 

Deux  bouteilles  de  Bourgogne 

12 

Trois  bouteilles  de  Bourgogne 

—  I 

16 

Pour  du  beurre  tous  les  jours 

—  I 

• 

Un  carreau  de  vitre  — 

5 

Cinq  jours  6c  demi  - 

—  49 

10 

z 

Extraordinaire  du  vin  — 

0 

58 

17 

The  fame  book  contains  alfo  a  fecond  article,  in  the  terms  and 
form  following : 

Du  Teudi  8  Aout  1748.  Mr.  Stewart  eft  entre  a  fouper. 

II.  Une  demi  bouteille  de  Bourgogne  &  un?  ^ 
mulfeaux  «  —  j 

j2.  Une  bouteille  de  vin  blanc 

Quatre  yours  6c  demi  ^3 


6 

8 

10 
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Of  Mr»  G ode f rot's  Books ^  Aff.  II. 

In  the  firft  of  thefe  accounts  the  date  of  the  month,  year,  and 
day,  and  the  v/ord  monjeur,  and  the  hrft  five  lines  are  written  by 
Mad.  Godefroi:  the  Sticks  dated  6.  and  7.  are  written  by  Mr. 
Godefroi.  The  firft  fi/e  lines  below  the  ftroke,  marked  8.  9.  10. 
are  written  by  Mad.  Godefroi,  the -five  next  by  Mr.  Godefroi, 
and  the  two  laft  by  Hs  y/ife. 

The  fecond  Acccunt  on  the.Sth  of  Auguft  is  all  written  by.Mr. 
Godefroi.  Mr.  Godefroi  fays,  that  the  firft  of  thefe  is  the  article 
««  * **  qui  concerne  Mr.  Stewart  &  deux  dames,  dont  le  depofant  a 
“  park  dans  fa  p.emiere  depofition and  “  qu’il  fe  rapelle  par- 
“  faitement,  ,quele  dit  ,article^du  8  Aout,  portant  en  tetele  nom 
“  de  Monf.  Stf wart,  regarde  la  meme  perfonne,  qui  concerne  le 

compte  du  -j-  Juillet  precedent,  qui  eft  dans  la  page  vis-a-vis.” 
He  then  prefects  another  livre  de  depenfe,  concurrrent  with  the 
former.  Tb's  book  had  never  been  in  .the  Toumelle,  and  was 
never  heard  of  till  .this  examination. 

Mad.  Gbdefroi  depofes,  “  f  Que  le  compte  commengent  au  4 
“  Juilk^'  1748  eft  relatif  a  Monf.  Stewart  &  aux  deux  dames, 
««  qii  etoient  avec  lui.” 

Mr.  Godefroi  was  examined  a  third  time,  as  a  haver,  on  the  19th 
of  Auguft  1765;  when  he  prefen  ted  two  letters  from  Mr.  Maille- 
fer  Forzy,  fyndic  of  the  city  of  Rheims,  fealed  with  the  city- 
feal,  and  addrefled  to  the  deponent.  The  firft  letter  is  addrefled, 
“A  monfieur  monfieur  Godefroi,  agent  de  la  ville  de  Rheims,” 
and  contains  what  follows  ;  which  muft  of  neceflity  be  quoted, 
becaufe  it  has  fuffered  fo  much  mifreprefentation. 

“  Monfieur,  A  Rl^eims  ce  2  Juillet  1748. 

+  II  eft  party  ce  jourd’huy  de  Rheims  un  colonel  Ecollbis,  avec 
“  deux  dames,  qui  doivent  arriver  Jeudy  4  a  Paris  par  le  caroftTe 
“  de  Rheims.  Je  leur  ai  indigue  votre  hotel  pour  y  defcendre. 
“  Je  ne  f9ay,  fi  ce  fera  pour  du  terns ;  car  je  crois,  que  leur  in- 

“  tendon 


•  “  Which  belongs  to  Mr.  Stewart  and  two  ladies,  whom  he  mentioned  in  his  former  de- 
“  pofition.  And  that.he  remembers  perfeftly,  that  the  article  of  the  8th  of  Auguft,  which 
bears  the  name  of  Mr.  Stewart  on  the  topi  concerns  the  fame  perfon,  to  whom  the  Account 

**  of  the  4th  of  July  preceding  belongs,  and, which  is  on  the  oppoftte  page.” 

•f  “  That  the  account  beginning  the  4th  July  1748,  is  relative  to  Mr.  Stewart  and  to  two 
**  ladies  who  were  with  him.” 

Rheims,  2  July  1748. 

“  X  There  is  fetout  to-day  from  Rheims  a  Scotch  colonel  with  two  ladies,  who  ftiould  ar- 
rive  on  Thurfday  the  4th  at  Paris  by  the  Rheims  coach.  I  have  direfted  them  to  your 
hotel  to  alight  there.  1  do  not  know  if  it  will  be  for  any  time;  for  I  believe,  that  their 

“  intention 
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**  tention  eft  d’avoir  un  appartement  a  eux  par  la  fuite.  Mais  la 
grace,  que  je  mus  demande,  c’eft  de  f9avoir  a  peu  pres  Theure, 

“  qu’arrive  le  caroffe  a  Paris ;  &  d’aller  au  devant  d’eux  a  fin  de 
decharger  leur  malle,  &  qii’il  ne  foit  point  dans  le  cas  d  aller 
“  a  la  Douanne  ;  oil  ils  fe  trouveroient  fort  embarafife.  Comme 
“  il  aura  quelques  emplettes  a  faire  a  Paris,  je  lui  ai  dit,  qu’il 
“  pouvoit  s’addrefler  a  vous,  comme  etant  fort  connoifieur,  & 

**  que  vous  ne  fouffrirez  pas  qu’on  le  trompat.  Si  vous  n’avez 
“  pas  le  terns  d’aller  au  devant,  engagez  quelqu’un,  ou  madame 
votre  epoufe,  d’y  aller.  Je  leur  ai'  promis,  &  ils  s’y  attendent 

“  abfolument.  (Signed)  Maillefer,  Sindic.’* 

The  fecond  letter  is  dated  12  Juillet  1748,  of  which  the  pur- 
fuers  have  printed  only  this  ftiort  extrad: :  “  '^'Donnez  moy,  je  P.  P.  92- 

“  vous  prie  par  la  premiere  occafion  des  nouvelles  de  ce  mon- 
“  fieur  &  dames  Ecoflbifes,  que  je  vous  ay  addrejfes. 


SECT.  IX. 

Remarks  on  JMir*  Gode^roi  s  books  and  depojitton* 

WE  have  now  before  us  all  the  written  evidence  relative  to  fir 
John  Stewart’s  refidence  at  Godefroi’s.  Mr.  Maillefer  s  letters 
and  the  livre  d’infpedeur  entirely  agree  with  the  accounts  of  fir 
John  Stewart  and  Mrs.  Hewit.  The  livre  de  depenfe  is  anonymous, 
and  tells  nothing;  and  its  importance  in  the  caufe  depends  on  the 
teftimony  of  Mr.  and  Mad.  Godefroi,  who  have  applied  this  arti¬ 
cle  to  fir  John  Ste^yart. 

The  evidence  of  thefe  perfons  feems  falfe  and  inadmiflable,  for 
the  following  reafons 

I  ft.  Thefe  perfons  have  meanly  fubmitted  to  fupprefs  their  tefti¬ 
mony  on  the  3d  of  May,  in  order  to  countenance  the  perjury  of 
Mr.  Duruififeau.  In  any  cafe  they  would  be  fufpicious  witneffes, 
but* more  particularly  in  this.  Is  there  common  fenfe  in  allowing 

intention  is  to  have  an  apartment  to  themfelves  afterwards.  But  the  favour,  nuhkh  I  beg 
t  to  get  notice  about  what  hour  the  coach  arrives  at  Paris,  and  to  meet  them  m 
order  to  difeharge  their  trunk,  and  that  it  may  not  be  obliged  to  go  to  the 
where  they  would  find  themfelves  much  embarraffed.  As  he  will  have  fome  purchafes  to 
make  atWis,  I  have  told  him,  that  he  might  apply  to  you,  being  a  connoiffeur  in 
thefe  things,  and  that  you  would  not  allow  him  to  be  impofed  on.  If  you  Have  not  ti  . 
yourfelf  to  go  to  meet  them,  engage  fome  one,  or  your  wife,  to  go  thither.  I  have  pro 

mifed  it  to  them,  and  they  do  abfolutely  expeft  it.”  .  i  a,.  ,  u  „.pnt1<*inan  and 

•  “  Give  me,  I  beg  of  you,  by  the  firft  opportunity,  news  of  the  Scotch  gentleman  and 

ladles  whom  /  recommended  to you^  ^  them 
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them  now  to  produce  that  very  circumftance,  -which  they  had  be¬ 
fore  fupprefled  in  favour  of  a  falfehood  ? 

2dly.  Thefe  witnedes  depofe  to  the  application  of  an  article  of 
their  books,  in  which  they  are  fcarce  liable  to  contradidion  by  po- 
htive  teftimony :  and  they  do  this  without  alligning  any  one  pro¬ 
per  caiifa  fcienti^.  Mad.  Godefroi  has  referred  to  the  infpedor’s 
Lok  as  a  caufe  of  recolledion.  But  in  this  {he  fpeaks  falfe  ;  for 
the  entry  of  Mr..  Stewart  and  one  lady  on  the  yth  of  July  could 
never  teach  her,  that  a  blank  account  commencing  the  4th  July 
applied  to  Col.  Stewart  and  two  ladies.  Godefroi’s  recolledion  of 
Mr.  Maillefer’s  letter  was  called  a  caufa fcientice.  But  this  letter  was 
not  heard  of  till  late  in  thecaufe ;  andit  proves  at  mofl  only  that  Go¬ 
defroi  recolleded,  that  fir  John  Stewart  had  been  in  his  houfe ; 
which  no  body  difputes.  The  queflion  is.  How  long  he  was  there 

And  of  this, they  are  fo  little  able  to  give  any  reaibn  of  know¬ 
ledge,  that  they  omit  many  circumftances,  which  might  have  led 
them  to  determine  it  precifely.  Was  fir  John  Stewart  at  Gode¬ 
froi’s,  when  Mr.  Maillefer’s  fecond  letter  arrived  on  July  13th.? 
Godefroi’s  oath  implies  that  he  was  ;  yet  he  takes  care  to  mention 
no  circumftance,  in  which  an  appeal  might  be  made  to  Mr.  Mail- 
lefer.  And  the  purfuers  had  very  prudential  reafons  not  to  produce 
the  books  or  letters,  till  that  gentleman  had  been  examined.  ^  It 
appears,  that  Godefroi  received  fir  John  Stewart  s  letters,  which 
P.P. 92.  K.  came  from  Rheims.  There  is  a  letter  in  procefs  from  Mr.  An- 
drieux,  diredled  to  fir  John  at  Godefroi’s,  dated  July  18.  How 
did  fir  John  get  this  letter  ?  Godefroi  cannot  fay.  In  {hort,  Mr. 
Godefroi  and  his  wife  decline  mentioning  any  circumftance  re¬ 
lative  to  their  guefts,  which  could  fubjedt  them  to  contradiaion  ,* 
or  at  leaft,  their  total  filence  on  all  thefe  circumftances  {hows, 
they  know  very  little  or  nothing  about  their  guefts ;  and  that  they 
have  received  help  from  abroad  in  the  point,  to  which  they  have 
depofed. 

The  purfuers  contend,  and  Godefroi  has  indeed  fwore,  that 
Mr.  Godefroi  has  told  the  fame  ftory  from  the  very  firft  which 
is  falfe.  When  they  applied  iirft  to  him  in  Oaober  and  No¬ 
vember  1762,  he  did  not  recollea  one  fyllable  of  the  matter. 
This  is  proved  by  the  memorials  and  premiere  plainte.  Would 
the  purfuers  have  expreily  faid  in  their  memorials,  and  repeated 
in  their  plainte,  that  they  could  not  difcover  where  fir  John  lodged  ; 
or  alledged  at  laft,  that  fir  John  probably  came  to  Godefroi’s  on 
the  4th  of  July,  becaufe  the  people  in  the  ftage-coach  generally 
put  up  there,  if  they  then  had  the  leaft  hint  from  a  pofitive  wit- 
nefs,  that  fir  John  had  lodged  in  the  houfe  ? 


It 
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it  is  faid,  Mr.  Godefroi  was  retained  as  a  witnefs  before  the 
Tournelle  on  December  i8  1762  j  and  therefore  he  was  ready  to 
depofe  at  that  time  to  what  he  has  fmce  fworn  ;  but  if  he  was 
then  retained  as  a  witnefs.  it  could  have  been  for  no  other  pm- 
pofe,  than  that  he  might  fupport  their  prefumptive  proof  by  fay- 
ino-  that  the  people  from  Rheims  generally  came  to  his  houfe  . 
or“his  name  might  be  put  in  to  fwell  the  lift  of  witneffes  without 
any  intention  of  examining  him.  And  this  is  the  more  Probable, 
as  L  had  no  day  alligned  for  his  appearance ;  foough  the  Michels 
were  hurried  into  the  court  and  hurried  out  again  on  the  fame  1 8th 
of  Decembers  the  very  day  after  the  plainte  had  been  prefented. 

On  Chriftmas  day  1762  minutes  of  fir  John  Stewart’s  judicial 
declaration  arrived  in  France.  In  this  declaration  fir  John  had 
faid,  that  they  lodged  the  firft  night  or  two  at  Godefroi  s.  I 
confequence  of  this  an  additional  plainte  was  preferred  to  the 
Tournelle;  and  Mr.  Godefroi  appeared  in  fupport  of  it  on  Ja¬ 
nuary  10  1762.  He  was  a  fecond  time  fiimmoned  before  the 
fame^court,  fome  time  in  the  fpring,  to  exhibit  and  deliver  up  his 
book  What  he  depofed  at  one  or  other  of  thefe  examinations 
may  be  feen  under  the  hand  of  Mr.  D’ Anjou,  in  a  paper  written 
the^April  following.  This  piece  is  called,  “  Expofo  des  faits  des 
“  preLes  fur  la  foppofltion  d’ Archibald  Stewart ;  and  contains 

what  follows : 

“  ^  Lady  Jeanne,  fon  mari,  &'la  demoifelle  Hewit  refterent 
dans  rhotel  de  Chalons  chez  Godefroi,  depu^  le  4me  ju  - 
qu’au  8me  Juillet,  fans  y  avoir  vu  perfonne.  Et  ce  jour,  8 
Tuillet,  ils  arreterent,  &  payerent  leurs  depens.  C  eft  un  fait  en¬ 
core  prouve  par  les  livres,  fur  les  quels  ce  depens  fe  voit  infcrit ; 
&  par  la  depofition  de  Godefroi.  Ce  meme  jour,  le  8  Juillet,  le 
fieur  Stewart,  qui  ne  pouvoit  placer  I’accouchem^t  premedite 
de  lady  Jeanne  chez  le  fieur  Godefroi  a  I’hotel  de  Chalons,  par- 
ceque  Godefroi  etoit  trop  connu  a  Rheims,  ou  la  groflefte  avoit 
ae  annonc^e,  &  oh  la  fuppofition  de  Vaccouchement  a^^'oit  pu 
facilement  etre  decouvert,  prit  la  partie  de  quitter  cet  hotel .  i 
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.  .■  Lady  J.ne,  her  huftand.  and  Mr*.  Hewit  remained  at  L'tt^the/paH*' the"? 

from  the  Ath  to  the  8th  of  July  without  feeing  any  peifon  :  and  on  the  bth  t  y  p 

FoA  i.  she  hooks  in  which  their  expence  is  written,  and  by  the 
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from  the  4th  to  the  8th  of  July  without  leeing  any  peiiun  .  anc.  w*.  ^ 

expence.  This  fad  is  proved  by  the  hooks  in  Stewart  who  could  not 

depofition  of  Godefroi-  The  lame  day,  ^  ^  ^  i°rjprhaions  becaufe Godefroi  was  too 

place  the  intended  delivery  of  lady  Jane  at  the  hotel  j  where  the  fuppo- 

Fvell  known  atRheinrr,  where  the  pregnancy  had  been  announced 

fcion  of  a  delivery  would  have  been  eafily  difcovered,  took  the  relolution  _ 
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**  y  arreta  &  paya  fa  depenfe,  comme  on  vient  de  le  miry  &  alk 

aflurer  un  autre  logement  rue  Serpente.”  And  then  fallows  the 
lie  about  Michel’s  book,  which  was  never  out  of  mind  from  the 
time  the  book  was  hid,  till  the  time  it  was  recovered. 

This  paffage  has  been  quoted  at  length,  that  we  may  have 
no  occafion  to  return  to  it.  There  is  certainly  no  prefumptive  ar¬ 
gument  in  the  whole  procefs  better  founded,  than  this  of  Mr. 
D’Anjou’s.  The  pregnancy,  as  he  fays  very  truly,  had  been  declared 
at  Rheims.  Mr.  Godefroi  was  agent  for  the  town,  and  he  was 
in  conftant  correfpondence  with  the  people  at  Rheims.  There 
was  a  continual  refort  of  travellers  from  thence  to  his  houfe  in 
the  public  coach.  It  has  always  appeared  morally  impoffible,  that 
an  impoifure  could  have  efcaped  detedtion,  had  lady  Jane  been  at 
the  hotel  de  Chalons  on  the  day,  on  which  fhe  has  dated  the  birth 
of  her  child. 

Such  is  the  prefumptive  reafoning  in  this  palTage  j  but  there  is 
alfo  a  pofitive  proof,  that  Godefroi  did  not  always  fay  the  fame 
thing.  The  purfuers  produce  a  book  in  1765  to  prove,  that  fir 
John  Stewart  was  ten  days  at  Godefroi’s,  which  they  declare  they 
had  produced  in  176^  to  prove  that  he  left  the  houfe  at  the  end  of 
four  days:  and  they  defire  us  to  believe  Mr.  Godefroi  in  1765 
that  fir  John  lived  with  him  conflantly  till  the  14th  of  July  i  and 
own  that  this  fame  witnefs  had  depofed  in  1763  that  fir  John 
went  away  on  the  8th.  What  a  feene  is  here  ?  And  yet  the  learned 
•  writer  of  the  purfuers  Memorial  difgraces  his  pen.,  and  tells  us, 
Godefroi  always  faid  the  fame  thing. 

The  writer  of  thefe  papers  has  had  reafon  to  make  frequent  re¬ 
marks  on  the  liberty,  which  Mr.  D’ Anjou  has  taken  with  'the  pri¬ 
vate  converfations  of  many  witnefles  :  but  he  cannot  eafily 
bring  himfelf  to  believe,  that  this  gentleman  would  take  the  fame 
liberty  with  a  public  depofition.  There  is  therefore  great  reafon 
to  think,  that  Mr.  Godefroi’s  Tournelle  depofitions  are  fairly  re- 
prefented. 

To  proceed:-  On  the  3d  of  May  1765^  Mr.  Godefroi  neither 
depofed  what  he  had  depofed  before  the  Tournelle,  nor  w^hat  he 
has  fince  thought  proper  to  depofe  in  this  procefs  :  yet,  if  this, 
latter  ftory  was  the  truth,  his  prevarication  at  that  time  was  wil¬ 
ful  ;  becaufe  he  had  the  fame  help  to  his  memory  from  the  date 


hotel ;  and  paid  their  cxpences,  ai  has  hem  already  feeriy  and  went  to  fecure  another  lodg- 
ing  for  themfelves  in  the  ftreet  Serpenie.” 

in 
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in  the  printed  copy  of  the  Monitoire,  as  he  has  fince  had  from 
his  own  book. 

It  is  needlefs  to  obferve,  that  Mad.  Godefroi’s  condud:  through¬ 
out  is  a  mere  echo  of  her  hufband’s  ;  and  like  all  other  echos  not 
quite  fo  ftrong  :  and  it  is  not  denied,  that  when  fhe  was  examined 
in  the  Tournelle,  (he  depofed,  that  die  knew  nothing  of  the 
matter,  and  did  not  remember  whether  fir  John  Stewart  had  ever 
lodged  inher  houfe. 

Mr.  Godefroi  and  his  wife  have  fworn  falfely  in  another  partl- 
cular,*in  order  to  raife  the  credit  of  their  books.  They  fay  ex¬ 
prefly,  that  the  book  of  accounts  contains  the  names  of  all  the  per- 
fons  who  came  to  lodge  and  eat  with  them,  except  fuch  as  are  p.p.  99.  a. 
known,  and  commonly  come  for  a  fingle  night.  At  their  firft  ex- 
amination  this  was  faid  of  one  book ;  at  their  fecond  examination 
they  produced  another  book  concurrent  with  the  former ;  and  at 
laft  feveral  accounts  have  been  found  on  loofe  papers,  which  are  in  App.  toDef. 
neither  book.  This  demonflrates  the  falfehood  of  their  oath.  P*  9- 

And  the  fame  appears  from  a  fmall  ray  of  truth,  which  flipped 
from  them  in  their  firfl;  depofitions.  Mr.  Godefroi  has  faid,  that  ho  p.  P.95.H. 
believed  his  hotel  was  full  at  the  time  thefe  ftrahgers  were  in  it ; 
becaufe  he  gave  them  an  apartment  on  the  fecond  flory  over  what  the 

remife  now  is  5  and  that  his  houfe  was  generally  much  frequented. - 99.D.K. 

Mad.  Godefroi  fpeaks  ftill  more  of  the  credit  of  her  houfe.  She 
had  then  fifteen  chambers,  and  nineteen  beds:  and  fhe  has  lince 
augmented  her  lodging  rooms  with  ten  chambers  and  ten  cabinets,, 
and  they  are  all  ordinarily  full  from  one  end  of  the  year  to  the 
other.  The  expence  of  the  augmentation  gives  a  credit  to  what 

they  aver. 

But  upon  the  flridefl:  examination  of  thefe  three  books  for  fe¬ 
veral  years,  the  purfuers  have  not  been  able  to  Ihow  accounts  for 
the  people,  which  their  houfe,  which  was  generally  full  from  one 
end  of  the  year  to  the  other,  would  contain  ;  or  that  there  were  Mem.pt,  3, 
ever  more  than  eleven  perfons  in  it  at  any  one  time ;  and  generally  P* 
only  two,  three,  or  four ;  and  particularly  from  the  4th  of  July 
to  the  ]8th  1748  there  appears  from  the  books  to  have  been  only 
three  perfons  in  the  houfe,  befides  the  perfons  to  whom,  the  con- 
tefled  account  belongs,  and  fir  John  Sewart  and  lady  Jane.  This  Mem.pt.  3d, 
is  a  clear  demonflration,  that  the  books  do  not  contain  the  names  p.  125. 
of  half  the  perfons,  who  came  to  lodge  at  the  houfe. 
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SECT.  X. 


Remarks  on  the  a?20?iy7noiis  account  in  Godefroi's  book. 


Having  thus  difmifTed  Mr.  Duruiffeau  and  Mr.  Godefroi 
and  his  wife,  as  witneffes  who  deferve  no  credit ;  there  re¬ 
mains  nothing  in  procefs  on  the  purfuers  fide  to  fupport  their  alibi 
proof,  but  the  livre  d’infpe6teur  at  Godefroi’s,  and  the  parole 
teftimony  of  Mr.  and  Mad.  Michel  j  in  which  we  meet  with 
nothing  that  contradicts  the  account  of  fir  John  Stewart  and  Mrs. 
Hewit.  But  one  may  certainly  go  a  ftep  further,  and  Ihew  by 
many  ftrong  circumftances,  that  the  anonymous  account  begin¬ 
ning  on  July  the  4th  cannot  poffibly  relate  to  fir  John  Stewart, 
lady  Jane,  and  Mrs.  Hewit. 

Mr.  Godefroi  has  depofed,  that  his  houfe  was  pretty  full  at 
that  time,  and  gives  a  reafon  for  what  he  fays.  It  is  more  pro¬ 
bable  therefore,  that  eight  perfons  fhould  appear  in  the  books, 
than  fix  only. 


P  P.98.  E. 

-  98.  c. 

D.  P.313.E. 


Mr.  Godefroi  and  his  wife  totally  forget  every  circumflance  re¬ 
lative  to  thefe  ladies,  though  they  came  recommended  by  a  gen¬ 
tleman  whom  the  Godefrois  ought  to  refpeCt.  Mad.  Godefroi 
never  once  went  into  the  ladies  room ;  and  miftakes  Mrs.  Hewit 
for  a  femme  de  chambre.  Feuquier,  the  fervant,  has  not  the 
leaft  remembrance  of  them.  All  which  is  very  favourable  to  fir 
John’s  account  of  a  very  fhort  refidence. 


P.P.  95.H.  Mr.  Godefroi  and  his  wife  both  obferve,  that  the  Englifh  never 

- 95- flay  longer  in  their  houfe,  than  till  they  can  procure  another 

lodging.  Mr.  Maillefer  had  intimated  in  his  letter,  that  the  Scotch 
colonel  would  go  very  foon  to  another  lodging ;  which  brings  this 
company  nearly  to  the  cafe  of  thofe,  for  whom  no  account 
might  be  opened  3  as  Mr.  Godefroi  has  defcribed  it. 

Other  prefumptive  arguments  arife  from  the  ftate  of  this  ac¬ 
count,  or  from  the  general  appearance  of  the  books. 

The  purfuers  obferve,  that  this  account  relates  to  three  per¬ 
fons,  wlib  had  no  fervants,  who  came  to  this  inn  on  the  4th  of 

_ _ 103.  D,  J^ty  •  ^tid  therefore  if  this  account  does  not  relate  to  hr  John 

- 109  K.  Stewart,  lady  Jane,  and  Mrs.  Hewit,  they  had  no  account  open 

,  -110.  B.  for  them  3  and  another  company,  con  lifting  of  the  fame  number 

of  perfons,  muft  have  arrived  on  the  fame  day,  who  are  not  in 
the  infpedtor’s  book.  This  feems  to  be  the  force  of  the  purfuers 
prefumptive  argument. 


The 


Sea.'io.  in  Godefm  s  Book.  '  7» 

The  defender  is  willing  to  allow  thefe  books  credit  for  the  pur- 

J.  fa  which  ihc,  w.  ;risi».iiy  ■- 

He  to  admit  them  as  competent  evidence  in  a  cwule  propel  ty. 

The  houlhold  books  contain  very  many  anonymous  articles,  whic 
are’not  in  the  infpedor’s  book :  this  in  its  turn  contains  fevei  which 

are  not  in  the  hLftiold  books.  And,  if  we  believe  Mr.  Godefroi 
and  his  wife  in  the  leaft  exceptionable  part  of  their  depofition,  the 

u  Kooks  taken  together  do  not  contain  the  names  of  one-half 

o/the  people  who  came  to  the  houfe.  This  defed  Mad.  Godefroi 
owns  vvas  fupplied  in  the  fliorter  accounts  by  memory  ;  and  larger 
Lcouruit  appears  were  fometimes  minuted  down  upon  loofepa- 
nerrand  Lve^r  tranfcribed  into  the  book.  A  very  accurate  account 
^f  Godefroi’s  police  book,  and  abftrads  of  all  the  entries  in  the 

Wehold  booL  from  Feb. the  21ft  1747  « 

oubliLd  by  the  defender.  The  purfuers  too  have  publiihed  their 
excerpts  ;  that  is,  a  copy  of  the  police  book,  with  excerpts  from  the 
houfehold  books  of  fuch  articles  only,  as  have  the  names  prefixed, 
and  are  not  difputed  1  and  fuch  others  as  they  are  pleafed  to  apply 
Woniedureto  the  articles  of  the  police  book.  All  thefe  areprintcd 
in  one^column,  with  the  running  title  of  Correfpondmg  accounts  m 
!  /  nXw  hooks  From  thefe  pamphlets  we  may  judge  both  of 

of  .heTck.,  fnd  !t  .be  condua  of  .ho 

But  befides  the  arguments  drawn  from  the  general  nature  of 
the  books,  there  are  feme  particular  circumftances  belonging  to 
this  anonymous  account,  which  prevent  us  from  applying  it  in  any 
rn^nner  to  fir  John  Stewart,  lady  Jane,  and  Mrs.  Hewit.  ^ 

Tt  was  ufual  at  Godefroi’s  to  commence  an  accent  with  the 

beft  defignation  of  the  perfons  which  was  known.  The  fex  of  fir 

Tnbn  S  fwart  and  his  ladies  was  known  ;  and  not  a  fingleinftance  d  Ap.No 

is  produced  of  a  company  known  to  confift  of  both  fexes,  which 

app  ars  with  the  defignadon  of  one  only.  The  gentleman  was 

Kn  as  a  Scotch  colonel ;  and  many  examples  appear  of  perfons, 

who  are  defigned  by  their  profelTions,  when  their  names  were  iin-  P.  P.^9. 

known  Sir  John  Stewart’s  name  was  known  on  the  7th  of  July , 

Smuy  inftances  occur  in  the  book,  where  a  blank  article  has 

been  filled  up,  as  foon  as  the  name  was  difcovered.  Mad.  Godefioi 
Deen  niic  r»  ,  _ ^  .1  ^  blank  is  not 


- No. 


bppn  filled  up,  as  loon  ab  iiiG  liaitxv.  ..-d, - -  ,,  1  • 

recommences  this  account  on  the  9th;  and  yet  the  blank  is  not 
fille“up.  Th«-e  is  no  tea,  nor  fugar,  charged  in  this  article  ;  yet 
lady  lane  and  Mrs.  Hewit  are  every  where  known  by  their  ufe  ot 
tea^  fhe  purfuers  do  not  fcruple  to  ufe  this  circumftance  as  a  pre- 

,hL  b.  .h=  C*  of  ol„ld.^^_ No 
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letters  arc  charged;  and  yet  fir  John’s  letters  were  left  at  Gode- 
froi’s.  .Three  bottles  of  Burgundy  per  day  is  more  wine,  than  two 
women  and  a  man,  who  was  much  abroad,  could  want  :  befide,  fir 
Jchn  Stev/art  in  Augufl  indulged  his  palate  with  three  forts  of  wine 
in  two  days  :  and  this  company  never  varied  their  wine  in  nine 
days.  Many  more  arguments  of  this  fort  would  occur  to  an  atten¬ 
tive  obferver,  fufficient  to  induce  them  to  apply  this  account  to 
any  other,  rather  than  to  fir  John  Stewart  :  they  are  wholly  out  of 
place  here.  The  writer  of  thefe  papers  had  never  the  vanity  to 
enter  the  lift  with  fir  Adam  Fergulon  :  prefumptive  argument  is 
liis  weapon,  and  he  is  welcome  to  ufe  it. 

There  are  three  arguments  however  remaining,  which  are  much 
more  than  prefumptive.  Let  it  be  allowed,  that  Mr.  Godefroi 
had  fome  confufed  idea  of  fir  John  Stewart,  or  of  the  perfons  to 
wnom  the  account  belonged. — In  his  firft  depofition  he  fays, 
P.P.  96. 1.  “  Qu’ils  avoient  arrete  un  logement,  qui  ne  fe  trouva  pas  pret, 

parce  qu’on  voulut  le  faire  nettoyer  a  caufe  depunaifes;  que 
“  ce  qui  rapelle  a  lui  depofant  cette  circonftance,  c’eft,  qu’ils 
avoient  arrete  &  paye  leur  depenfe  dans  fon  hotel,  comptant 
“  d  en  fortir  ;  6c  que  n’ayant  pu  aller  dans  leur  nouveau  logement, 
ils  refterent  encore  quelques  jours ;  ainfi  que  I’on  vera  par  fon 
livre  de  depenfe.”  We  have  here  an  account  of  fir  John  and 
of  the  bugs,  as  numerous  as  in  the  declaration  itfelf  :  and  for 
farther  information  we  are  referred  to  a  book,  which  could  not  be 
then  feen  :  unfortunately  for  M[r.  Godefroi,  the  book  has  been 
fince  recoveied,  and  by  no  means  correfponds  to  what  he  was 
pleafed  to  fay  of  it.  The  anonymous  company  to  which  he  refers 
never  difeharged  their  account  till  they  left  the  houfe  on  the  14th. 
On  the  8th  after  fupper  they  called  for  their  bill,  to  fee  how  their 
expences  ran  :  they  paid  what  was  brought  in  charge,  and  left  the 
wine  which  they  were  then  drinking  to  be  carried  on  to  a  frefh  ac¬ 
count.  They  never  left  the  houfe,  nor  is  it  pofTible  to  conceive 
that  any  the  moft  inconfiderate  perfons  would  defer  the  examina¬ 
tion  of  their  new  lodging  to  fo  unfeafonable  an  hour  ;  or  that  the 
greateft  debaucheeswould  recommence  their  evening’s  entertainment 
at  their  return,  which  they  had  quitted  with  a  defign  to  go  to  bed. 
Mad. Godefroi’s words  are  thefe:  ‘‘  Monfieurapaye,& recommence* 


‘  That  they  had  hired  an  apartment,  which  was  not  ready,  as  they  wanted  to  have  it 
‘■■‘^^ned  on  account  of  bugs  :  and  what  makes  him,  the  deponent,  remember  this  is,  that 
they  paid  their  account  in  his  hotel  in  order  to  have  left  it ;  but  as  they  could  rot  get  into 
houftSd  remained  fome  days  longer  in  his  houfe  ;  as  will  be  feen  in  his 

“  hors 
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“  hors  une  bouteille  de  Borgogne, — i — 4.  Did  theie  people 
ever  think  of  taking  leave,  or  Mad.  Godefioi  of  parting  with 
them,  when  24  fou8  were  left  in  arrear  to  be  carried  into  a  new 
account  ? 

2d.  Mr.  Godefroi  is  pleafed  alfo  to  fay  in  the  fame  depofition,  p.  P.96.B. 
tt  * **  Qu’ils  occupoient  deux  chambres  chez  luy.  Tune  a  deux  lits, 

‘‘  qui  eft  la  feconde  au  deflus  de  la  remife,  &  une  autre  a  un  lit 
“  vis  a  vis.”  This  may  be  true  of  the  anonymous  company  in 
the  houfhold  book  but  is  not  true  of  fir  John  Stewart.  There 
is  a  little  incident  relative  to  fir  John  Stew^art,  which  appears  with 
an  artlefs  and  unfufpeaed  fimplicity,  and  ftiev/s  that  fir  John 
Stewart  did  not  lodge  in  that  part  of  the  houfe. 

Mad.  Michel  told  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  in  November  176^2,  D.P.  1127.  A. 

^Qu'elle  fefouvient  d’avoir  entendu  dire  a  mpnfieur,  que  fa  tete 

etoit  prefque  caflee  du  bruit,  qu’il  avoit  entendu  pendant  quatre 
**  jours  dans  un  autre  hotel,  ou  il  avoit  demeure  avant  de  venir  a 
“  rhotel  d’Anjou;  &  elle  penfe,  qu’il  faifoit  mention  de  I’hotel 
“  de  Chalons.”  This  was  the  firft  notice  of  the  hotel  de  Chalons, 
which  Mr.  Stuart  had  received  in  France,  and  occafioned  his  im¬ 
mediate  vifit  to  Godefroi.  Mad.  de  Michel  confirms,  what  llie 
then  faid,  in  her  depofition  :  Qu’elle  leur  avoit  entendu  dire,  114.K, 

“  qu’ils  fe  trouvoient  bien  mieux  chez  elle,  qu’a  rhotel  de  Cha- 
“  Ions,  parce  qu’il  n’y  avoit  pas  tant  de  bruit.”  There  is  no 
reafon  to  fufpea  that  fir  John  Stewart  told  Mad.  Michel  a  lie  at 
this  time  ;  and  then  the  confequences  are  plain,  that  fir  John 
Stewart  and  his  company  were  only  four  days  in  this  inn,  and 
lodged  next  the  ftreet  j  and  that  all  which  the  Godefrpis  have 
faid,  relates  to  the  company  who  lodged  over  the  place  which  is 
now  the  coach-houfe ;  and  has  nothing  to  do  in  this  caufe. 

Mr.  Godefroi’s  houfe  is  thus  very  graphically  defcribed  by  the 
purfuers  in  their  petition  of  June  the  17th  1767.  The  apart¬ 
ment,  which  they  (i.  e.  the  perfons  to  whom  the  account  is  faid 
to  belong)  occupied  on  the  fecond  floor,  was  in  the  back  court. 


•  That  they  occupied  two  rooms  in  his  houfe,  one  with  two  beds,  in  the  fecond  ftory 

**  above  the  remife,  and  the  other  with  one  bed,  oppofite  to  it.” 

f  “  That  fi>e  remembers  to  have  heard  the  gentleman  fay,  that  his  head  was  almoft  fplit 
with  the  noife,  which  he  had  heard  for  four  days  in  another  hotel,  where  he  had  lodged 
“  before  going  to  the  hotel  d’Anjou  ;  and  ihe  thinks,  that  he  mentioned  the  hotel  de 
Chalons.” 

X  “  That  fhe  heard  them  fay,  that  they  were  much  better  in  her  houfe  than  at  the  hotel 
de  Chalons,  becaufe  there  was  not  fo  much  noife  in  it.” 

L  and 
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and  further  removed  from  the  noife  of  the  ftreet  than  Mr.  Gode- 
froi’s  heft  apartments,  which  were  on  the  drll  floor,  and  in  the 
fore  part  of  the  houfe,  which  is  fituated  in  the  ftreet  St.  Martin, 
one  of  the  mofl:  noify  flreets  in  Paris. 

3d.  When  Mr.  Godefroi  was  pleafed  to  produce  the  extradt  from 
Mr.  Maillefer’s  fecond  letter,  it  became  certain,  that  all  the  im- 
poflure  mufl:  have  been  inflantly  difcovered,  if  lady  Jane  had  been 
at  Godefroi’s  on  the  loth  of  July  1748.  Can  it  be  thought,  that 
Mr.  Godefroi  would  negledl  to  acquaint  fir  John  Stewart  with  Mr. 
Maillefer’s  kind  enquiries  ?  Is  it  credible,  that  the  agent  of  Rheims 
would  negledt  to  return  an  anfwer  to  the  letter  of  the  chief  ma- 
t^iftrate,  on  whom  he  depended?  Yet  nothing  can  be  more  cer¬ 
tain,  than  that,  if  Mr.  Godefroi  had  written  to  Mr.  Maillefer  the 
fame  which  he  now  depofes,  that  lady  Jane  was  at  his  houfe  in 
good  health  on  the  14th  of  July,  Mrs.  Hewit’s  letter  to  the 
maids,  in  which  the  10th  is  mentioned  as  the  day  of  the  delivery, 
would  have  been  inilantly  contradided  at  Rheims  j  and  the  whole 
impoilure  deteded  as  foon  as  it  was  formed :  we  muft  be  allowed, 
therefore,  to  believe,  that  Mr.  Godefroi  did  not  write  to  Mr.Maillefer 
what  he  has  fince  fworn,  and  that  what  he  wrote  was  confiftent 
with  Mrs.  Hewit’s  account,  till  the  purfuers  produce  his  letter. 

In  Ihort,  Mr.  Godefroi  had  been  no  witnefs  in  proeefs,  if  fir 
John  Stewart  had  not  informed  the  court,  that  he  had  lodged  at 
the  hotel  de  Chalons.  The  alibi  at  Godefroi’s  came  in  with  the 
general  record  of  police,  and  ought  to  have  gone  out  with  it. 
The  depofitions  of  Mr.  Duruifleau  and  Mr.  Godefroi  are  both  of 
equal  value,  with  thofe  who  know  them.  While  the  books  were 
fecreted,  the  teftimony  of  Mr.  Duruifleau  bore  a  greater  price 
than  Mr.  Godefroi’s,  by  as  much  as  the  magiflrate  and  his  pro- 
cefs  verbal  are  of  more  popular  credit  than  a  Ample  inn-keeper. 

SECT.  XL 

Of  the  account  of  Godefroi  by  MeJJ'.  Almon  and  Anderfon, 

A  S  this  is  the  point  of  the  mofl:  importance  to  the  purfuers,  that 
nothing  may  be  omitted,  which  any  perfon  has  thought  to 
be  of  weight,  it  will  be  proper  to  turn  to  the  publications  of  Al¬ 
mon  and  Anderfon,  before  the  conclufion  is  drawn. 

ifl.  The  firfl:  thing  here  to  be  obferved  is  at  page  1 12  {a)  of 
Almon’s  book ;  that  the  cry  about  the  plaintiffs  changing  their 
ground  is  nothing  to  the  purpofe,  or  as  it  is  exprefled  by  Mr^ 

faj  Lord  Prefident. 


Anderfon 
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Anderfon  page  42,  it  cannot  influence  the  determination.  Had 
Mr.  Godefroi  been  unknown,  when  Mr.  Duruifleau  was  examined, 
it  will  readily  be  admitted  that  the  change  had  been  lawful.  But 
the  purfuers  contend,  that  he  was  known  from  the  very  flrft,  and 
had  always  told  the  fame  thing :  yet,  in  defpight  of  every  thing 
he  was  telling  them  for  two  years  and  an  half  together,  the  pur¬ 
fuers  go  on  to  fupport  the  alibi  at  Michel’s  by  diredl  perjury, 
through  the  whole  time  that  the  books  were  concealed.  This 
gentleman  is  made  to  infinuate,  that  the  alibi  at  Michel’s  was  a 
miftake:  he  forgets  that  the  book  was  feen  and  examined  many  times 
by  the  purfuers  agents,  by  the  magiftrate  Duruifleau,  by  the  tu- 
teur  du  due  d’Hamilton,  before  it  was  locked  up  i  and  they  all 
knew,  and  remembered  the  contents  in  April  1765.  They 
knew>  that  the  books  could  not  be  concealed  much  longer  j  and 
then  hurried  Mr.  Mortier  before  the  commiflioners  to  change  the 
date  of  the  enlevement  of  Mignon’s  child,  and  examined  Gode¬ 
froi  on  many  points,  calculated  indeed  to  raife  the  credit  of  his 
books,  but  wholly  impertinent  and  out  of  place,  if  the  books 
were  never  to  be  brought  into  procefs. 

Mr.  Anderfon  goes  on  to  infinuate,  that  the  purfuers  were  mif- 
led  by  the  falfe  lights  hung  out  on  the  part  of  the  defender  :  but 
it  is  certain,  that  no  lights  hung  out  by  the  defender  could  ever 
make  Michel’s  book  appear  other  than  it  was;  and  it  is  certain, 
that  the  purfuers  had  taken  the  ground,  on  which  they  flood  in 
December  1762,  and  in  April  1765,  before  the  defender’s  agents 
went  to  France. 

It  is  to  be  expedled,  that  all  the  perfons,  who  are  faid  to  have 
fpoken  againfl  Mr.  Douglas,  fhould  rely  on  Godefroi’s  books ;  and 
they  do  fo.  It  might  be  expeded  too,  that  they  would  make  fome 
apology  for  Mr.  Duruiflfeau  ;  which  they  do  not.  The  purfuers 
learned  memorialifl,  and  all  thefe  perfons,  are  abfolutely  filent  on 
that  point.  One  gentleman  indeed  is  made  to  fay,  that  there 
is  no  competitor  againfl:  Godefroi:  Almon,  page  350  .(rz).  '  It  is 
a  pity  he  has  not  told  us  how  that  happened.  For  two  years  and 
an  half  Mr.  Godefroi  was  no  competitor  againfl  Mr.  Duruiffeau  ; 
now  it  feems  Mr.  Duruiffeau  is  no  competitor  againfl  him.  The 
truth  is,  they  played  into  each  other’s  hands,  till  the  fraud  was  de- 
teded  ;  and  they  now  remain  accximplices  in  the  fame  fraud.  But 
we  meet  with  not  a  word  of  this :  Mr.  Duruiffeau  and  the  3d  May 
are  forgotten  ;  and  it  is  really  pleafant  to  obferve,  how  a  few  good 
words  very  calmly  bellowed  upon  Godefroi  and  his  books  grow,  as 
they  pafs  through  many  hands. 

(a)  Lordjullicc  Clerk. 
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Of  the  Account  of  Godefroi  Aff  11. 

At  firft,  the  books  remain  liable  to  no  folid  objection,  and  de- 
ferving  the  greateft  credit.  Next,  they  are  good  evidence.  Thirdly, 
all  the  objedions,  like  fire  to  gold,  have  brought  them  out  more 
clear.  And  lafily,  they  are  unexceptionable  and  conclufive. — And 
pretty  much  the  fame  expreflions  of  approbation  are  found  in  Mr. 
Anderfon’s  edition. 

As  for  the  credit  and  conclufivenefs  of  the  article  in  Godefroi’s 
houfhold-book,  it  amounts  to  this  ;  that  fomebody  once  owed 
him  fomething  ;  for  it  is  both  anonymous  and  imperfed  :  and  it 
is  juft  as  likely,  he  fhould  remember  the  fum  which  was  fpent, 
as  the  perfon  who  fpent  it. 

Thefe  books  may  have  fufficient  credit  for  the  purpofe  for  which 
they  are  defigned  i  if  the  officers  of  police  are  content  with  them,, 
nobody  elfe  need  difpute  their  credit  in  that  matter.  ^  One  would 
imagine  thefe  gentlemen  had  miftaken  the  defender  s  point,  and 
thought  he  had  charged  Mr.  Godefroi  with  falfifying  his  accounts 
to  cheat  his  guefts,  that  they  thus  ingenioufly  affiert  the  honour  of 
the  books  ;  but  the  defender  has  no  fuch  intention ;  he  allows  the 
accounts  to  be  fufficiently  fair  between  the  debtor  and  creditor  ; 
but  he  contends,  that  the  books  produced  do  not  contain  all  the 
accounts ;  both  becaufe  fome  accounts  have  been  actually  found 
on  loofe  papers,  and  becaufe  Mr.  Godefroi  could  not  have  main¬ 
tained  his  family,  much  lefs  have  enlarged  his  apartments,  upon 
.  the  flender  profit  which  appears  in  the  books  ;  and  alfo,  becaufe 
both  he  and  his  wife  have  fworn,  that  their  houfe  was  generally 
•  full.  The  defender  has  alfo  fhown,  that  the  anonymous  account 
in  the  book  is  not  applicable  to  fir  John,  Stewart  and  lady  Jane,  for 
this  reafon,  among  many  others;,  becaufe,  if  lady  Jane  had  been 
in  good  health  at  the  hotel  de  Chalons,  when  Mr.  Godefroi  re¬ 
ceived  Mr.  Maillefer’s  fecond  letter,  the  falfhood  of  the  delivery 
would  foon  have  been  publicly  known  at  Rheims. 

Mr.  Godefroi  s  merit  mounts  by  the  fame  fteps  with  that  of 
the  books but  as  every  thing  of  this  kind  is  panegyric,  and  not 
teftimony,  it  is  impoffible  ferioufly  to  reply  to  it.  The  writer  of 
thefe  papers  was  led  to  exped:  from  the  known  charaders  of  the: 
gentlemen,  whofe  names  are  fet  to  thefe  fpeeches,,  a  clear  and 
diftind  account  of  their  motives  for  refting  upon  Godefroi  and 
his  books.  The  flight  manner,  in  which  they  hurry  over  this 
fundamental  point  of  the  procefs,.  may  perhaps  be  thought  by 
fome  a  prefumptive  proof,  that  it  will  not  bear  an  examination. 

Mr.  Godefroi  has  been  mentioned  on  fever al  other  occafions,  in 
order  to  ground  a  refledioa  or  two  on  fir  John  Stewart. 

1  ft,  • 
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Sed'.  II.  hy  Mejf,  Almon  and  Anderfon, 

I  ft,  We  read,  page  87  {d)  of  Almon  s  book.  Why  give  Mr. 
Maillefer  a  falfe  pretence  for  their  going  to  Paris  ?  which  is  clear 
from  Mr.  Maillefer  s  letter  to  Mr.  Godefroi,  wherein  Mr.  Maille¬ 
fer  recommends  them  to  Godefroi,  as  Scotch  people  of  quality 
going  to  Paris  to  buy  things  :  and  therein  begs  the  favour  of  him 
to  take  care  they  are  not  impofed  on.  This  is  ecchoed  twice  in 
the  fubfcquent  part  of  the  book  5  page  {b)  224  we  read  of  a  falfe 
pretence  to  make  purchafes  j  and  page  341  (<:)  of  a  falfe  defign  in 
going  to  Paris.  All  this  feems  to  be  borrowed  from -the  tenth 
page  of  the  purfuers  table  of  contents ;  and  is  carefully  preferved, 
with  very  little  variation,  in  the  correct  edition  of  Mr.  Anderfon, 
pages  14,  146,  241,  472. 

There  needs  no  other  anfwer  to  it,  than  a  bare  produdlion  of 
Mr.  Maillefer’s  letter,  which  has  already  been  tranfcribed.  It 
there  appears,  that  fir  John  did  never  acquaint  Mr.  Maillefer 
with  any  defign  in  going  to  Paris  ;  that  Mr.  Maillefer  does  not 
recommend  them  as  people  of  quality,  but  the  gentleman  as  a 
Scotch  colonel. — Sir  John  did  never  tell  Mr.  Maillefer  he  was  go¬ 
ing  to  buy  things,  or  afk  his  afliftance;  but  Mr.  Maillefer  perhaps 

offered  it. 

The  favour  which  fir  John  afked  of  Mr.  Maillefer,  and  which 
Mr.  Maillefer  makes  the  bufinefs  of  his  letter,  can  never  be  mif- 
taken  ;  for  it  is  introduced  with  thefe  words.  La  grace  que  je  njous 
demande.  The  letter  is  a  civil  direftion  froni  the  princi^l  magi- 
ftrate  of  Rheims  to  his  agent,  figned  by  his  title  of  office,  and 
fealed  with  the  city  feal,  inftrudting  him  to  nieet  this  Scotch  co¬ 
lonel  and  tw'o  ladies  at  the  barrier  gate  of  Paris,  and  to  take  care 
that  their  clothes  were  not  carried  to  the  cuftom-houfe.  As  to 
the  accidental  mention  of  purchafes  at  the  clofe  of  the^  letter,  it 
does  not  appear,  that  fir  John  Stewart  knew  any  thing  of  it. 
Godefroi  faid  nothing  to  him,  nor  he  to  Godefroi,  on  that  fub- 
jedl;  but  he  employed  another  perfon.  The  whole  application 
to  Mr.  Maillefer  (with  whom  fir  John  was  at  that  time  fo  little 
acquainted  that  Mr.  Maillefer  did  not  know  his  name)  arofe  from 
an  accident,  which  had  happened  at  Sedan.  Some  clothes  had 
been  ftopt  there,  which  fir  John  did  not  recover,  till  his  return 

to  Rheims. 

2d,  Weareafked  at  page  {d)  475  of  Anderfon’s  book,  how 
could  lady  Jane’s  fituation  at  the  point  of  delivery  efcape  Mad. 

(a)  Lord  Prefident.  (h)  Lord  Stonefield.  (c)  Lord  Juftice  Clerk. 

id)  Lord  Juftice  Clerk,  Godefroi’s 
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Ded.  3. 


Of  the  Account  of  Godefrot^  ^c,  Aff  II. 

Godefroi’s  obfervation  for  fo  many  days  ?  Thefe  many  days  are 
the  days  in  difpute  :  it  is  eafy  to  anfwer  this  queftion  by  another, 
and  afk,  Where  is  the  proof  that  Mad.  Godefroi  ever  faw  lady  Jane 
during  the  whole  time  (he  ftaid  in  the  houfe  ? 

3d,  In  Almon,  page  (a)  103,  fir  John  Stewart  is  reported  to 
have  faid,  that  Mad.  le  Brun  was  recommended  to  him  by  Mr. 
Godefroi.  This  is  another  miftaken  quotation  ;  for  fir  John  never 
faid  any  fuch  thing.  Sir  John’s  words  are,  “  So  far  as  he  can 
“  recoiled,  it  was  Godefroi’s  peop/e  who  had  recommended  him 
to  Mad.  le  Brun.” — Had  fir  John  quoted  Godefroi,  his  autho¬ 
rity  is  at  leaft  as  good  as  that  of  the  other  3  but  the  word  which 
he  ufes  is  ftridly  applicable  to  the  fervants,  and  not  to  the  mafter  ; 
and  the  phrafeis  fo  indeterminate,  as  fufficiently  to  fecure  fir  John 
from  the  charge  of  perjury.  In  page  31  of  Mr.  Anderfon’s  cor- 
red  edition,  the  alfertion  is  foftened  j  and  we  read  only,  “  that 
fir  John  hints,  as  if  he  had  been  recommended  by  Godefroi;” 
which  happens  unluckily  to  be  as  great  a  miftake  as  the  foregoing. 

A  later  fpeaker  in  Mr.  Anderfon’s  edition,  page  241,  has  in¬ 
deed  hit  upon  fir  John’s  true  expreflion  ;  but  he  introduces  it  very 
oddly.  He  fays,  “  they  certainly  would  have  applied  to  fome  of 
“  Godefroi’s  people  for  aid  in  finding  out  proper  lodgings :  but 
“  their  leaving  Godefroi’s  without  making  fuch  enquiries,  and 
“  without  any  of  the  people  in  the  houfe  obferving  lady  Jane’s 
“  oregnancy,  is  a  circumftance  ftrange  and  unaccountable.”— 
Nothing  is  ftrange  and  unaccountable  in  this  procefs.  Sir  John 
fays  he  did  enquire  of  Godefroi’s  people — Mr.  Anderfon  fays  he 
did  not. — Not  one  of  Godefroi’s  people  have  been  examined  in 
this  procefs,  nor  any  of  them  found,  except  one  fervant,  who  re¬ 
members  nothing.  Who  is  then  to  determine  this  difpute,  un- 
lefs  common  fenfe  or  common  candour  are  allowed  to  deter¬ 
mine  it  } 

The  laft  palTage  to  be  obferved  occurs  in  Almon’s  book  page 
1 10  (c)  in  the  form  of  a  queflion  :  “  Will  they  only  give  a  reafon 
“  why  they  did  not  go  to  Mr.  Gcdefroi’s  upon  their  return  to 
“  Paris  in  1749  ?”  This  queftion  is  hardened  into  a  pofitive  af- 
fertion  at  page  {d)  344,  where  we  are  told,  that  Mr.  Godefroi’s  is 
a  refpedlable  houfe,  and  of  all  other  lodgings  the  mofi:  adapted  to 
the  purpofe  of  lady  Jane’s  delivery  ;  or,  as  the  pafikge  is  corredted 
by  Mr.  Anderfon,  page  474,  one  of  the  befi;  in  Paris  for  one  in 
her  fituation.  One  little  expedted  to  be  told,  that  a  public  inn 

f'a)  Lord  Prefident.  Lord  Stonefield,  Lord  Prefident. 

CJJ  Lord  Juftice  Clerk. 

was 


Conclufion  to  the  Purfuers  Second  AJfertion, 

was  the  fitteft  lodging  for  a  lying-in  woman  ;  or  that  a  lady  of 
falhion  might  not  lodge  where  flie  pleafed  without  leave  of  the 

court. 

One  anfwer  will  ferve  to  both  thefe  paffages ;  which  is  not  a 
conjedure,  for  it  appears  in  the  proof ;  Godefroi’s  houfe  was  very 
noiiy,  and  neither  he  nor  his  wife,  as  they  have  themfelves  con- 
felTed,  treated  lady  Jane  with  common  civility.  The  defender 
has  good  reafon  to  afk  a  queftion  in  his  turn,  and  defire  his  an- 
tagonifts  to  tell  him.  By  what  diftradtion  of  mind  fir  John  Stewart 
was  led  to  trufthimfelf  at  Godefroi’s  in  Auguft  1748,  had  he  been 
confcious  that  he  committed  a  capital  crime,  when  he  refided  at 
that  very  houfe  in  the  preceding  month  ? 

Co7iclufion  to  the  purfuers  fecond  ajjertion. 

Upon  the  whole  it  appears,  that  the  purfuers  have  failed  in 
their  alibi  proof.  The  alibi  at  Michel’s  has  been  abandoned ; 
Godefroi’g  teftimony  has  been  redargued  by  many  ftrong  prefump- 
tive  proofs,  which  (hew,  that  the  anonymous  account  is  inap¬ 
plicable  to  the  Scotch  colonel  and  two  ladies  j  the  teftimony  of 
Mrs,  Hewit  receives  a  great  fupportfrom  the  circumftance  which 
fir  John  told  Mad.  Michel  about  the  noife  at  Godefroi’s,  and  his 
lodging  there  four  days ;  and  Mr.  Maillefer  s  fecond  letter  de- 
monftrates  beyond  the  poftibility  of  a  doubt,  that  whatever  fraud 
there  was,  muft  have  been  immediately  detedled,  had  lady  Jane 
been  at  Godefroi’s  on  or  after  the  loth  of  July.—— But  this  is  not 
all,  which  appears..  It  is  certain,  that  the  books  were  concealed-, 
before  the  procefs  began  in  November  1762,  and  ftiamefully  with¬ 
held  from  the  defender’s  counfel  for  more  than  two  years  and  an 
half;  that  during  this  time  a  defign  was  uniformly  carried  on  to 
fupport  the  alibi  at  Michel’s  by  dired  perjury.  It  was  declared, 
that  the  article  in  Michel’s  book  had  been  attentively  confidered, 
and  found  to  be  of  the  hand-writing  of  fir  John  Stewart.  The 
court  of  Tournelle  were  deceived  by  the  fiippreffion  of  Mad. 
Michel’s  information  about  her  book  ;  and  by  the  perjury  of  Go- 
defroi ;  and  in  confequence  of  thefe  and  other  delufions,  an  order 
was  obtained  from  the  procureur-general  for  the  publication  of  a 
monitoire,  unprecedented,  illegal,  and  falfe  in  every  particulai  ; 
and  greatly  detrimental  to  Mr.  Douglas.  In  the  end,  Mr.  Du- 
ruifleau  v/as  produced  for  the  fingle  purpofe  of  telling  falftioods  ,- 
and  Mr.  and  Mad.  Godefroi  were  to  aflift  and  countenance  him. 
Laftly,  it  appears,  that  when  all  this  was  detedted,  the  purfuers. 
have  raifed  up  a  new  alibi,  fupported  only  by  thefe  perjured  wit- 
neftes,  in  diredtcontradidion  to  what  they  had  fworn  before. 

The 
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Conclufion  to  the  Purfuers  Secojtd  Affertion. 

The  purfuers  afk,  What  earthly  inducement  could  Mr.  and 
Mad.  Godefroi  have  to  give  falfe  teftimony  ?  And  add,— to  fup- 
pofe  they  adted  thus,  they  muft,be  prefumed  of  the  moft  abandon¬ 
ed  charaders,  and  guilty  of  the  grolfeft  perjury  :  it  muft  alfo  be 
fuppofed,  that  there  mull  be  fome  perfon  equally  abandoned 
who  dealt  with  thefe  witnefles  j  and  to  this  mull  be  joined  an 
incorrigible  degree  of  folly  on  the  part  of  the  Godefrois,  and  of 
thofe  who  could  think  of  prevailing  with  them. 

This  high  language  comes  with  an  aukward  grace  from  one, 
who  has  never  ventured  to  mention  Mr.  Duruilfeau,  and  who 
profecutes  lady  Jane  Douglas.  Candour  indeed  would  wilh  to 
diftinguifli  Godefroi  from  the  Sanrys,  Mignons,  and  the  Du- 
ruilTeaus  ;  philofophy  and  critique  may  furnifli  the  dillindtion  : 
hut  the  politive  proof,  as  it  now  Hands,  includes  all  perjured 
witnefles  under  the  fame  degree  of  infamy  and  difgrace.  The  pur¬ 
fuers  may  perhaps  have  fomething  more  than Jiypothefis,  on  wmch 
to  found  their  opinion.  If  a  motive  mull:  be  affigned  for  the  Go¬ 
defrois  condud,  the  motive  'which  influenced  Duruifleau,  let  it 
be  what  it  will,  mufl;  be  abundantly  fuflicient.  Mr.  Duruifleau 
is  a  gentleman  by  his  rank  and  office,  much  fuperior  ^  to  the 
Godefrois.  In  the  Sanry-flory  the  three  premiere  witnefT^s, 
Mr.  and  Mad.  Sanry  and  Le  Gris,  are  perjured :  in  the 
Mignon-ftory,  at  leafl:  as  many.  In  this  cafe  Mr.  Duru¬ 
ifleau  has  told  nothing  but  falflioods  :  and  the  Godefrois  preva¬ 
ricate  and  fwear  to  contradidlions  and  impoflibilities  j  fo  that 
without  counting  the  perfon  who  wrote  Fluralt  for^  Fluratl, 
or  the  other  who  prevailed  with  the  Xournelle  to  believe,  that 
the  entry  of  Fluratl  was  of  the  hand-writing  of  fir  John  Stewart, 
there  are  at  leafl  nine  perfons,  the  entire  fupport  of  the  purfuers 
pofitive  proof,  who  fland  notorioufly  convidled  of  falfe  dealing. 
If  a  man  goes  to  a  gaming-table,  and  after  changing  the  dice 
three  times  finds,  that  he  can  flill  throw  nothing  but  deuce-ace, 
•  he  mufl  be  void  of  reflexion,  if  he  does  not  begin  to  fufpedl, 
that  all  the  dice  in  that  houfe  are  loaded. 
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THIRD  ASSERTION  OF  THE  PURSUERS, 

That  there  were  no  fuch  perfons  as  Le  Brun  and  La  Marre 
at  Paris  in  1748.  This  affertion  is  thus  expreffed  in  the  Con- 
defcendance  of  Fadts  ;  “  That  in  the  year  1748  there  did  not  exift 
“  in  the  Fauxhourg  St,  Germain  any  perfon  of  the  name  of  Mad. 

Le  Brun,  who  kept  either  hotel,  lodging-houfe,  or  chambers 
“  tolett:  that  in  the  year  1748  there  did  not  exift  in  Paris  No.  26. 
“  any  phyfician,  furgeon,  or  man-midwife,  either  maitre  en 

chirurgie  ou  privilegie,  of  the  name  of  Pierre  la  M^arre. 


SECT.  I. 

Remarks  on  the  enquiry  for  Le  Brun  and  La  Marre. 

The  writer  of  thefe  papers  has  endeavoured  throughout  to 
confine  himfelf  as  much  as  poflible  to  the  examination  of 
fads ;  and  the  inveftigation  of  fuch  obvious  confequences  from 
thefe  fadts,  on  which  plain  fenfe  may  fit  as  judge.  In  this  place, 
however,  he  cannot  abftain  from  enquiring,  on  what  general 
principle  of  equity  or  utility  this  fubjedt  of  Mad.  Le  Brun  and 
Mr.  La  Marre  is  allowed  to  take  up  fo  long  a  part  of  the  proof. 
.He  can  fee  the  intereft,  which  the  purfuers  may  have  in  this  re- 
fearch,  were  their  negative  afiertion  capable  of  a  fatisfadloiy 
proof:  and  on  the  other  hand,  he  cannot  but  know  the  ad¬ 
vantage  which  would  accrue  to  the  defender,  could  he  find  Mad. 
Le  Brun  or  Mr,  La  Marre,  and  bring  them  to  bear  teftimony  to 
his  birth  But  fince'  it  has  been  agreed  by  all  parties,  that  neither 
Mr  La  Marre  nor  Mad.  Le  Brun  can  be  produced,  to  what  pur- 
Dofe  is  all  this  wafte  of  time  arid  money  to  difcover,  that  there 
were  perfons,  who  at  laft  may  or  may  not  be  the  accoucheur 
and  landlady  of  lady  Jane?  The  purfuers  and  the  court  know 
very  well,  that  the  defender  would  produce  thefe  people,  if  he 
could :  and  his  fimple  failing  in  this  point  might  be  charged  with 
all  the  unfavourable  confequences,  which  can  poffibly  follow  from 
this  large  code  of  uninterefting  depofitions. 

The  purfuers  indeed  may  fay,  that  this  traniadlion  p^ed  m 
a  foreign  country,  the  police  of  which  is  little  known  in  Bntain, 
and  that  they  entered  on  this  fubjeft  in  order  to  inftrua  the 
court  in  the  nature  of  the  government  of  Pans,  and  the  variou 
means  it  affords  to  facilitate  the  difcovery  of  a  perfon,  who  may 
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at  any  time  have  lived  there.  This  perhaps  might  be  of  ufe  to 
us  little  folks ;  but  it  is  but  an  aukward  compliment  to  the  re- 
fpedable  members  of  the  Court  of  Seffion,  whofe  great  eminence 
in  their  profeffion  forbids  us  to  think,  that  they  have  overlooked 
fo  important  a  branch  of  ufeful  knowledge,  as  the  adminiftration 
of  civil  policy  in  the  great  kingdom  of  France:  befides,  what 
little  was  wanted  on  this  head,  might  as  well  have  been  made 
known  by  certificates  from  the  magiftrates  of  police,  as  by  ten 
thoufand  witnefifes.  But  what  can  be  faid  for  the  defender  ?  Did 
he  en*^age  in  this  minute  detail  by  choice,  or  by  neceflity  ?  If  by 
choic^,  by  what  principle  of  utility  was  he  induced  ?  If  by  necef- 
fity,  by  what  principle  of  equity  was  he  obliged  to  it  ?  The 
writer  of  thefe  papers  owns,  he  has  very  great  doubts  about  the 
proper  anfwers  to  thefe  queftions :  and  the  better  to  explain  him— 
felf,  he  begs  leave  to  propofe  a  familiar  inllance.  Put  the  cafe, 
that  there  was  a  difpute  in  chancery  about  the  legality  of  a  will  : 
it  was  alledged,  that  one  of  the  fubfcribing  witnefles,  John  Smith, 
for  inftance,  (or  any  other  common  name)  was  an  imaginary  per- 
fon,  who  had  really  never  exifted  :  it  was  anfwered  on  the  part  of 
the' heir,  the  defendant,  that  this  John  Smith  was  a  foldier  in  a 
regiment  quartered  in  the  town  where  the  teftator  lived,  when 
he  figned  his  will  j  and  upon  fearching  the  returns  of  the  regi¬ 
ment  there  were  found  not  only  one  John  Smith,  but  nine,  all 
of  them  within  the  pofiibility  of  being  the  fubfcribing  witnefs, 
and  all  of  them  deceafed.  Would  not  fuch  a  general  anfw^r 
fufficiently  eftabliih  the  credit  of  the  will  ?  Would  the  heir  be  de- 
firous  to  afcertain  by  circumflantial  evidence  the  very  perfon  who 
had  witnefled  the  will,  when  any  one  of  the  nine  would  fuffi- 
'  ciently  ferve  his  purpofe  ?  To  be  fure  he  would  not.  Would 
any  court  of  equity  require  him  to  invefiigate  fuch  a  point  ?  or 
oblige  him  to  condefcend  on  one  particular  John  Smith,  upon 
pain  of  lofing  his  eftate  ?  To  be  fure  it  never  would.  It  muft  be 
the  bufinefs  of  the  plaintiff  to  prove  feverally,  that  not  one  of  thefe 
John  Smiths  could  be  the  fubfcribing  witnefs ;  and  not  of  the 
defender  to  engage  in  an  enquiry,  which  might  render  his  caufe 
worfe,  but  could  never  make  it  better. 


Let  us  mark  what  might  happen,  if  he  once  undertook  to  fpe- 
cify  the  particular  perfon.  He  puts  himfelf  to  a  great  deal  of 
expence  and  trouble  to  inveftigate  the  various  characters,  connec¬ 
tions,  and  countries  of  thefe  feveral  perfons,  who  bore  one  com¬ 
mon  name  and  defignation  j  and  after  a  long  and  diligent  enquiry, 
he  finds  one  of  thefe  John  Smiths  was  nearly  connected  with  the  fa- 
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mily  of  the  deccafed ;  he  was  even  fon  to  the  principal  leivant 
and  confidant  of  the  teftator,  was  often  in  his  family,  and  very 
near  his  perfon  :  the  prefumptive  proof  looks  fair  and  promiling, 
and  if  nothing  is  difcovered  about  the  other  eight  perfons  of  the 
fame  name,  there  would  remain  fcarce  a  fhadow  of  a  doubt,  but 
that  this  man  was  the  very  John  Smith  who  had  fubfcribed  the 
will.  The  defender  refts  upon  it,  and  affirms  he  is  :  but  how 
eafily  a  fingle  circumftance  may  overturn  the  bed:  founded  pre- 
fumption  !  At  the  end  of  two  years  and  an  half  it  is  difcovered, 
that  this  John  Smith  could  not  write ;  the  defender  is  caffi 

The  writer  of  thefe  papers  cannot  help  thinking,  that  this  cafe 
is  pretty  fimilar  to  that  of  Mr.  Douglas. — On  the  fervice  Mr. 
William  Loch  produced  a  note,  in  which  is  written,  that  Mr.  Serv.  45- 
Douglas  was  born  in  the  prefence  of  Mr.  Pierre  La  Marre,  man- 
midwife,  and  Mad.  Le  Brun  and  her  daughter.  And  this  Mr. 

Loch  fays  is  conformable  to  the  account  he  received  from  lady  - 25. 

Jane  herfelf.— Mrs.  Hewit  too  remembered  the  name  of  La  Marre, 
or  fomething  like  it. 

By  this  evidence  Mr.  Douglas  feems  precluded  from  affigning 
any  other  houfe  than  Mad.  Le  Brun  s  as  the  place  of  his  birth,  , 
and  from  giving  any  other  accoucheur  to  lady  Jane  than  Pierre  La 
Marre.  If  thefe  perfons  can  be  produced,  he  has  fo  many  more 
witneffes  to  his  birth ;  if  they  are  dead  or  miffing,  he  cannot  help 
it  The  teftimony  of  the  living  witnelTes  muft  iiand  or  fall  by 
it’s  own  merit  5  it  receives  neither  detriment  nor  fupport  from  this 
event,  which  was  out  of  the  reach  of  human  power. 

But  this  was  not  all  which  might  have  been  urged  for  Mr. 
Douglas,  when  the  caufe  commenced.  Mr.  La  Marre  and  Mad. 

Le  Brun  were  known  by  furer  marks,  than  the  vague  defignation 
mentioned  in  the  imaginary  cafe  above  dated.  There  was  a  Mr. 
de  La  Marre,  who  pradlifed  midwifery  at  Paris  in  the  year  174®  > 
who  delivered  a  foreign  lady  of  twins  3.  and  who  was  immediately 
connected  with  a  Mad.  Le  Brun,  who  had  a  daughter.  The  pur- 
fuers  knew  this  before  the  procefs  began  i  for  Mr.  Menager  has 
fworn  in  the  prefence  of  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart,  that  he  told  that  gen-  D.  P.  68 
tleman  in  1762  what  he  has  fince  depofed.  The  purfuers  believed 
this  before  the  procefs  began ;  for  in  their  Condefcendance  of  No.  27. 
Fads  they  have  thought  it  worth  their  while  to  difguife  the  name, 
and  call  this  perfon  La  Mart  ^  juft  as  they  had  printed  Fluralt  for 
Fluratl.  It  is  impoffible  not  to  fee  the  motive,  on  which  this 
name  was  difguifedj  for  at  the  fame  time  that  the  purfuers  re¬ 
ported  the  name  to  be  La  Mart  in  Scotland,  they  publiftied  it  ^ 
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d.p.ioii.e.  La  Marre  at  Paris  in  the  Monitoire.  By  what  accident  this  forged 
name  of  La  Mart  flipped  twice  into  Almon’s  book,  page  {a)  2  S3*  it  is 
more  difficult  to  conjedure  ^  but  this  is  happily  corredied  by  the 
uncommon  diligence  of  Mr.  Anderfon, 

'  Such  was  the  real  flate  of  the  cafe  at  the  end  of  November  1762, 

as  the  purfuers  very  well  knew,  though  the  defender  did  ^  not. 
There  was  fuch  a  rare  coincidence  between  Mr.  Loch’s  note  and 
Mr.  Menager’s  information,  as  could  never  be  afcribed  to  mere 
V  accident.  A  pra6tifing  man-midwife  was  found  of  the  fame 
chriflian  and  furnames,  which  were  produced  in  the  fervice  :  a 
Mad,  Le  Brun  was  found,  who  had  a  daughter;  and  the  intimacy 
between  thefe  perfons  and  Mr.  La  Marre  is  defcribed  by  Mr.  Me- 
nager  to  have  been  precifely  of  that  kind,  as  all  the  world  would 
have  expeded  from  the  parts  they  are  faid  on  the  fervice  to  have 
aded  at  the  delivery  of  lady  Jane.  Had  the  procefs  in  Scotland  pro¬ 
ceeded  flridly  according  to  the  forms  of  eflabliflied  juflice ;  had 
the  purfuers  given  in  their  Condefcendance  of  Fads,  before  any  wit- 
nefs  had  been  examined ;  they  would  have  ftated  their  objedion 
about  Mr.  La  Marre  and  Mad.  Le  Brun  to  the  Court  of  Seffion,  as 
DJ^.1023.  F.  they  did  in  their  premiere  plainte  to  the  parliament  of  Paris  on 
December  the  17th  1762;  they  would  have  faid  there  was  no 
Mad.  Le  Brun,  who  was  an  aubergifte,  no  ad  of  ondoyement 
performed  by  Pierre  La  Marre  regiflered  in  any  of  the  parifhes  of 
the  Fauxbourg  St.  Germain. 

The  purfuers  could  not  be  ignorant,  that  fuch  objedions  as 
thefe  were  trifling  and  inflgnificant ;  that  there  was  but  on&  way 
to  raife  a  frelh  recruit  of  difficulties  :  if  they  could  but  engage 
the  defender  to  enter  on  a  more  fpecial  defcription  of  Pierre  La 
Marre,  it  was  morally  certain,  that  it  would  be  different  in  many 
points,  from  what  the  French  witneffes  had  told  them. 

Accordingly  on  the  9th  of  December  1762,  two  days  after  they 
Appel.  Cafe,  had  executed  their  fummonfes,  they  petitioned  the  Court  of  Seffion. 
Apr.10,1764.  Pqj.  immediate  proof  to  lye  in  retentis.  This  proof  was  refufed.. 

Unhappily  for  the  defender,  fir  John  Stewart  took  a  refolution 
about  this  time  to  go  to  Paris,  where  his  prefence  feemed  to  be 
moft  wanted.  This  was  foon  known,  to  the  purfuers.  On  the- 
ApnioJ^6’4.  ^4^^  December  one  of  their  number  made  oath,  that  fir  Johm 
Stewart  was  about  to  leave  Scotland  fome  day  that  week.,  This^ 
circumflrance  gave  them  a  cuflomary  claim  to  indulgence,  and  firr 
John  Stewart  was  brought  to  his  examination  inallhafle  that  very 
day.. 
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The  event  fucceeded  to  the  wifhes  of  the  purfuers,  and  to  the 
expedlation  of  all  the  world.  Sir  John  was  engaged  in  a  parti¬ 
cular  defcription  of  Mr.  La  Marre,  his  circumftances  in  life,  and 
his  connections  in  the  world.  And  he  has  given  an  acccnint  dif¬ 
ferent  in  feveral  points  from  what  the  French  witneffes  have  de- 
pofed,  who  had  better  memories,  and  furer  means  of  information. 

It  was  neceffary  to  prefix  this  (hort  narrative,  that  we  might 
know  by  what  accident  we  have  been  led  into  this  tedious  exa¬ 
mination  ;  that  we  might  not  think  it  of  more  importance  in  the 
caufe  than  it  really  is ;  and  that  we  might  not  lofe  fight  of  the 
original  ftate  of  the  queftion,  amidft  the  heat  and  hurry  of  the 
difpute.  It  may  be  matter  of  curiofity  to  examine  from  what 
quarter  all  this  difpute  has  been  ra*ifed;  but  it  is  juftice  to  le- 
member,  that  the  following  pofitions  are,  and  mull:  be  at  all  times, 

invariably  true. 

ift.  Mr.  Douglas  is  not  obliged  to  find  Mr.  La  Marre  or  Mad. 
Le  Brun  ;  becaufe  he  is  not  obliged  toimpoffibilities. 

2dly.  He  may  lawfully  produce  as  many  witnefles  as  he  pleafes,^ 
to  declare  what  they  know  relative  to  perfons  of  the  names  of 
Pierre  La  Marre  and  Le  Brun.  If  by  chance  any  thing  Ihould 
appear  in  the  characters  of  thefe  perfons  to  corroborate  the  truth  of 
his  birth,  yet  the  merits  of  the  caufe  are  not  affeCted  by  me  dif¬ 
ferent  informations,  which  may  be  thus  obtained :  but  he  may 
fairly  and  honeftly  exhibit  feverally  the  accounts  of  all  the  perfons 
who  bear  thofe  names,  whofe  hiftory  may  have  come  to  his 

knowledge. 

3dly.  Among  thefe  various  accounts  he  is  not  obliged  to  have 
any  choice,  or  to  condefcend  fpecially  upon  the  particular  perfons,, 
whom  he  believes  to  be  the  real  accoucheur  and*  landlady  of  his 
mother.  He  muft  leave  the  court  to  make  what  ufe  it  pleafes  of 
this  inftruaion.  The  great  points  in  debate,  the  pregnancy,  the  de¬ 
livery,  and  the  reconvalefcence  of  lady  Jane,  ought  to  be  deter¬ 
mined  by  direct  and  pofitive  teftimony.  Whether  this  Pierre  La 
Marre  and  that  Mad.  Le  Brun  are  the  accoucheur  and  landlady 
of  lady  Jane,  are  points  which  will  adrnit  only  a  precarious  and 
prefumptive  teftimony.  To  fet  this  up  in  contradiction  to  pofi- 
tive  evidence,  is,  to  fubvert  every  rule,  which  was  ever  adopted 
in  any  court  for  the  adminiftr^tion  of  juftice. 

4thly.  The  purfuers  have  a  full  and  undifputed  right  to  explain 
all  thofe  various  means,  which  are  in  ufe  for  the  difcovery  ® 
fens,  who  have  at  any  time  lived  in  Paris  5  and  to  encreafe  t  e 
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weight  of  that  unfavourable  confequence,  which  may  be  drawn 
from  the  ill  fuccefs  of  Mr.  Douglas  in  his  enquiry  after  thefeper- 
fons. 

‘  With  a  due  attention  to  thefe  inviolable  principles,  we  may 
fafely  enter  on  the  examination  of  this  embarralled  fubjed.  The 
purfuers  fay,  there  are  no  fuch  perfons  as  Mad.  Le  Brun  and 
Pierre  La  Marre ;  and  that  Sholto  was  not  in  the  family  till 
November  1749.  The  defender  has  prefented  certain  perfons, 
who,  he  fays,  may  feverally  have  been  the  landlady  and  man-mid?- 
wife  of  lady  Jane,  and  the  nurfe  of  Sholto  during  the  lirft  fixteen 
months  of  his  life.  There  are  therefore  three  particulars  to  be  ex¬ 
amined. 

I.  The  fearch  for  Mad.  Le  Brun. 

II.  The  difpute  about  Pierre  La  Marre,  accoucheur. 

III.  The  pretenfions  of  Mad.  Gamier  to  have  been  Sholto’s 
nurfe. 

Each  of  thefe  points  will  be  confidered  feparatelyj  and  then  a 
fhort  view  will  be  taken  of  the  whole. 

S  E  C  T.  II. 

Of  Mad.  Le  Brun,  ■  and  the  Livres  de  Police. 

0 

The  firft  means,  which  the  purfuers  have  pointed  out  for  the 
difcovery  of  Mad.  Le  Brun,  is  the  office  of  police.  All 
perfons  keeping  hotels,  or  chambres  garnies,  were  regiftrate  in 
P.P.  178.  1743  every  fourth  month  in  this  office.  Mr.  Framboifier  ex¬ 

hibits  the  rolls  for  the  months  of  May,  June,  July,  and  Auguft 
1748;  in  which  the  name  of  Le  Brun  does  not  appear:  from 
whence  the  purfuers  conclude,  there  was  then  at  Paris  no  perfon 
of  that  name,  with  whom  lady  Jane  could  poffibly  lodge.  This 
conclufion  is  certainly  too  hafty.  The  general  principle  of  fage 
policy,  upon  which  thefe  regulations  are  founded,  feems  (beiides 
having  in  view  the  profit  arifing  from  a  tax)  to  be  directed  to  pre¬ 
vent  ftrangers  from  lodging  at  Paris  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
magiflrate.  A  very  falutary  reilraint  in  fuch  a  government  as 
France  ;  but  humanity  forbad,  that  this  refiraint  ffiould  extend  to 
fick  perfons,  whofe  neceffities  are  often  prefling,  and  demand  re¬ 
lief  ;  nor  could  the  government  be  jealous  of  thofe,  who  were  in 
no  condition  to  difturb  it.  Any  perfon  of  any  condition  may  law¬ 
fully  receive  fick  perfons  into  his  houfe  for  favour,  or  profit,  with¬ 
out  being  under  any  obligation  to  open  a  regifter,  and  fubjedl 
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himfelf  to  the  infpe6leur’s  vifits.  And  the  defender  has  clearly  d.P. 
proved  by  fix  witnefTes  of  credit,  that  under  the  fecurity  of  this 

humane  exemption  many  perfons  do  actually  keep  lodgings  for  - 

the  fingle  purpofe  of  receiving  fick  perfons  and  lying-in  women  j  - 

and  that  thefe  lodgings  are  generally  under  the  care  and  infped:ion 
of  fome  chirurgeon  or  man-midwife.  And  as  fir  John  feems  to 
have  trufted  much  to  Mr.  La  Marre,  who,  according  to  Mr.  Me- 
nager  juft  quoted,  had  feveral  of  thefe  depots  under  his  infpedion, 
it  fhould  feem  natural  to  fuppofe,  that  lady  Jane  was  brought  to- 
bed  in  one  of  them.  The  purfuers  make  an  objection  or  two  to 
this.  ift.  That  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit  defcribe  Le  Brun’s  to  be  Mem 
fuch  lodgings  as  Michel’s.  This  is  a  ftrange  ohjedion.  Michel’s  P'^7 
and  Le  Brun’s  were  both  houfes,  had  doors,  windows,  and  chim- 
nies :  and  it  is  of  thefe  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit  are  fpeaking.  It  is 
not  probable,  that  either  of  them  ever  heard  of  the  laws  of  police 
in  their  lives.  Theyfpeak  of  Godefroi’s  and  Michel’s  as  the  fame  P.  P. 
kind  of  houfes;  and  yet  certainly  there  was  a  more  fenfible  difference 
between  an  inn  and  an  hotel  garnie,  than  between  the  latter  and  a 
maifon  particulierey  which  differed  in  nothing,  but  that  one  was 
licenced,  and  the  other  was  not. 
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2dly.  It  has  been  faid,  and  repeated  in  Almon’s  book,  that  Mem.  pt.  5; 
thefe  houfes  of  the  gardes  malades  were  mean  and  uncreditable,  P-  ^9- 
and  unfit  for  lady  Jane  ;  that  they  were  ufed  by  none  but  fer- 
vants,  who  could  not  be  nurfed  in  their  mafter’s  houfes,  and 
other  perfons  who  were  afhamed  of  their  diforder  and  defired  to 
conceal  it.  This  argument  proves  too  much  :  it  would  prove, 
that  lady  Jane  never  travelled  in  a  ftage-coach,  never  fuppreffed 
her  rank,  never  went  by  fea  from  London  to  Scotland.  Befides, 
it  is  no  difcredit  to  the  general  conducft  of  the  ladies  in  fo  popu¬ 
lous  a  city  as  Paris,  to  fuppofe  there  may  be  a  few  in  their  num¬ 
ber,  who  find  it  expedient  to  lye  in  privately,  and  can  afford  to 
be  well  lodged.  It  fhould  be  remembered,  that  in  the  fituation 
lady  Jane  then  was,  ftie  might  have  been  received  into  the  houfe 
of  any  private  perfon  of  any  rank,  without  fear  of  the  police; 
and,  in  fa(ft,  there  is  no  evidence,  that  thefe  lodgings  were 
mean,  except  fir  John  Stewart’s  and  Mrs.  Hewit’s.  Mrs.  Hewit 
defcribes  them  as  not  quite  fo  good  as  Michel’s.  They  were  P.P.  253.  c 
full  of  buggs ;  and  lady  Jane  left  them  haftily  in  difguft.  One 
circumftance  in  Mrs.  Hewit’s  depofition,  for  which  flie  has 
been  abufed,  points  very  ftrongly  at  the  houfe  of  a  perfon  ufed  to 
Beceive  the  fick,  and  is  very  confiftent  with  what  flie  v/rote  to 

Ifabel  Walker.  She  fays,  lady  Jane  had  no  other  attendants  but - 
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the  deponent  and  the  people  of  the  houfe  and  ^t  Ihe  wrote  to 
Ifabel  Walker,  ttiat  lady  Jane  had  a  fick  nurfe.  T hefe  exprelnons 
taken  together  make  a  very  tolerable  Scotch  defcription  of  a 
French  garde  malade.  Mr.  Anderfon  has  fometimes  taken  the 
liberty  to  amufe  his  readers  under  a  refpeaable  name.  He  fays  at 
page  fa)  121,  “  Abftradting  from  the  evidence  of  fir  John  and 
**  Mrs.  Hewit,  any  evidence  we  have,  of  a  Mad.  Le  Brun  tends  to 
“  make  her  a  fick  nurfe,  that  is  a  garde  malade.”  Were  it  the 
bufinefs  of  thefe  papers  to  parody  the  expreffions  of  this  publilher, 
one  might  venture  to  affert,  that  combining  the  evidence  of  fir 
John  and  Mrs.  Hewit  and  Ifabel  Walker  with  the  French  depo- 
fitions,  all  the  evidence  we  have  of  a  Mad.  Le  Brun  tends  to 
make  her  a  garde  malade;  and  Mrs.  Hewit’s  defcription  of  a  fort 
of  employment,  to  which  Ihe  could  not  poiTibly  give  a  name, 
ferves  to  Ihow  both  her  attention  to  lady  Jane,  and  her  earneft 
defire  tofpeak  the  whole  truth  in  this  procefs. 

The  purfuers  memorialift  feems  to  think,  that  if  Le  Brun  s 
had  been  a  maifon  particuliere,  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit  could 
not  have  been  admitted.  But  ficknefs  of  all  kinds  requires  at¬ 
tendance  :  and  one  can  hardly  think,  that  the  law  which  per¬ 
mitted  a  private  perfon  to  receive  a  lying-in-woman,  would  ex¬ 
clude  her  hufband,  or  her  necefiary  companion.  Befides,  it  is 
admitted  by  the  purfuers,  and  the  whole  fpeakers  in  Almon’s 
book,  that  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  lodged  for  feveral  days  in  fome 
houfe,  after  they  had  left  Godefroi’s,  and  before  they  went  to 
Michel’s ;  and  that  this  lodging-houfe  was  neither  hotel-garnie 
or  inn,  confequently  mufi:  have  been  a  maifon  particuliere. 

It  is  not  eafy  to  guefs,  why  the  words  garde  malade  are  tranflated 
2ifick  nurfe:  the  garde  malade  is  the  woman,  who  letts  the  lodgings; 
her  fervants,  or  the  people  fhe  employs,  are  fick  nurfes.  The 
writer  of  thefe  papers  has  a  notion  to  have  heard  of  fchool-mafters, 
and  magiftrates  of  fmall-towns,  who  have  kept  the  owner  of 
fome  houfe  in  the  out-fkirts  of  the  town  conftantly  retained  for 
the  purpofe  of  receiving  thofe,  who  have  the  fmall-pox,  or  other 
peflilential  diforders  :  he  thinks  the  little  town  of  Alresford  in 
Hampfiiire  had  fuch  a  houfe  in  1749.  A  perfon  thus  employed 
anfwers  more  properly  to  the  French  notion  of  a  garde  malade^ 
than  any  other  in  England. 

(a)  Lord  Barjarg. 
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Of  Mad,  Le  Brun,  and  the  Capitation  Rolls. 

The  next  method  recommended  by  the  purfuers,  is  a  fearch 
in  the  capitation  rolls.  From  the  evidence  adduced  on  this 
head  it  appears  ;  that  the  general  rolls  of  capitation  are  made  up  D.P.209.E. 
gnce  at  the  end  of  every  year  : 

that  all  the  houfes  in  Paris  are  included  in  thefe  rolls  :  - 210.E. 

that  thefe  rolls  are  made  up,  and  kept  at  the  town-houfe  ;  ex - 209.  c. 

cept  thofe  of  the  members  of  particular  corporations  or  fraternit^s  - 213. 

in  Paris,  who  are  firft  taxed  zs,  focieties,  and  then  their  own  offi¬ 
cers  affign  to  every  member  his  proportion  of  the  burthen,  and 
return  their  lift,  not  to  the  town-houfe,  but  to  the  office  of 
police  : 

that  the  tax  colleaed  by  the  incorporation  is  merely  perfonal  j  - 

and  that,  if  the  member  has  fervants,  he  pays  a  feparate  tax  for 
the  fervants  to  the  town-houfe,  where  his  name  will  be  found  : 

that,  if  a  member  of  incorporation  or  liis  wife  exercifes  any  - 255.  f. 

other  trade,  or  engages  in  any  other  employment,  as  keeping  an 
hotel  ou  chambres  garnies,  he  or  his  wife  will  be  liable  to  a 
double  tax,  one  to  be  paid  to  the  fraternity  and  tranfmitted  to  the 
office  of  police,  and  another  to  the  town-houfe:  fo  that  the  fa¬ 
mily  name  will  be  found  in  both  lifts  : 

that  every  head  or  mafter  of  a  family,  and  every  principal  - 209.  f. 

tenant,  is  inrolled  by  name  ; 

that  wives,  children,  and  fervants,  are  included  in  the  tax - 209.G. 

paid  by  the  head  of  the  family,  and  are  not  inrolled  by  their  name, 
but  defigned  by  their  number  only. 

Thefe  lifts,  it  muft  be  owned,  are  very  general,  and  include 
without  all  doubt  a  very  great  majority  of  the  houfe-keepers  in 
Paris  :  yet  they  are  not  to  be  underftood  without  conliderable 
exceptions,  particularly  of  perfons  in  that  rank  of  life,  to  which 
Mad.  Le  Brun  muft  be  fuppofcd  to  belong.  Thefe  exceptions 
are  mentioned  by  the  fame  witnefles,  who  are  all  gentlemen  ot 

credit. 

I.  All  Swifs  and  Genevois  were  exempted  in  1748,  with  their  255.  b. 


wives,  and  widows. 

2.  All  embaffadors,  envoys, 
as  French,  with  their  fervants, 
capitation. 


and  other  minifters,  as  well  foreign 
wives,  &c.  are  exempted  from  the 
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D.P.  210.  D.  3.  Poor  widows  do  not  pay  the  capitation. 

- 21 1.  B.  4.  The  rolls  of  capitation  for  the  members  of  the  incorporation 

in ’1748  do  not  exift. 

_ 210. B.  S'  fervants  whatever  are  mentioned  by  name,  even  though 

they  fhould  be  married,  and  have  a  lodging  of  their  own  for  their 
wives  and  families. 

6.  The  lifts  of  capitation  made  up  at  the  end  of  the  year,  con¬ 
tain  very  imperfect  accounts  of  the  names  of  perfons  who  lived 
there  in  July,  fix  months  diftant  from  the  date  of  any  lift. 

- 214  to  As  a  further  proof  of  the  uncertainty  of  the  capitation  rolls,  the 

224,  226,  defender  has  produced  no  lefs  than  fourteen  perfons  to  depofe, 
that  they  have  at  different  times,  under  various  pretences,  efcaped 
the  capitation.  The  purfuers  memorialift  treats  this  proof  with 

Mem.  pt.  3.  contempt,  on  account  of  the  fmallnefs  of  their  number,  and  mean- 

P*  44*  nefs  of  thefe  witneffes.  It  fhould  be  remarked,  that  no  perfons 
would  willingly  be  brought  to  give  evidence  on  this  point,  but 
fuch  as  had  nothing  to  lofe  by  it.  None  but  mean  perfons  would 
own,  that  they  had  tricked  the  treafury ;  nor  thefe,  if  they  flood 
in  any  danger  of  being  taxed  by  their  own  confeflion.  People  are 
ready  enough  in  all  countries  to  cheat  the  government :  and  it  can 
fcarce  be  doubted,  but  that  many  perfons  of  Mad.  Le  Brun’s  rank 
availed  themfelves  of  the  protedlion  of  the  great,  and  efcaped  the 
tax.  Every  one  knows  what  a  foreign  minifter  is  :  but  it  were  to 
be  wifhed,  that  the  number  and  rank  of  thofe  perfons,  who  have 
the  privilege  of  French  minifters,  had  been  ftated  with  more 
precifion.  ' 

—■  —  p.  42.  The  learned  memorialift  grounds  a  flight  objedlion  to  this  ar¬ 
gument  from  exemptions,  on  Mrs.  Hewit’s  afifertion,  that  lady 
Jane  was  attended  by  the  people  of  the  houfe  ;  from  whence  he 
infers,  that  Mad.  Le  Brun  had  fervants,  and  therefore  her  name 
ought  to  have  appeared  at  all  hazards  in  the  capitation  rolls,  as 
paying  for  her  fervants.  Who  but  this  learned  gentleman  ever 
thought  of  hiring  fick  nurfes  by  the  year  ?  It  is  not  even  neceffary 
to  fuppofe  they  lodged  in  the  houfe.  Lady  Jane’s  fick  nurfe  pro¬ 
bably  never  went  to  bed  during  the  whole  ten  days.  All  that 
Mrs.  Hewit  fwears,  is  only,  that  lady  Jane  hired  no  nurfe  3  but 
that  fhe  was  attended  by  fuch  women,  as  Mad.  Le  Brun  pro¬ 
vided.  ' 

. p.  44.  The  memorialift  has  in  this  place  referred  to  a  recent  determi¬ 
nation  of  the  parliament  of  Paris,  in  the  cafe  of  Mr.  De  Rougement. 
He  is  called  an  example  ‘‘  where  thefe  regifters  have  been  appealed 

to. 


Sed.  3.  Of  the  Purfuers  Search  for  Mad.  Le  Brun.  91 

to.”  He  might  with  more  juftice  have  called  it  an  example,  where  App.  54. 
the  ftrongeft  negative  proof  thefe  regillers  could  give,  vvas  wholly 
difregarded.  Mr.  De  Rougement,  an  officer  of  diftindlion,  claimed 
to  be  the  fon  of  the  late  fieur  de  Hatte.  Hehad  been  defcribed  in  his 
ad  of  baptifm,  “  comme  fils  d’Etienne  Rougement,  officier,  de- 
“  meurant  cul  de  fac  St.  Pierre he  appealed  to  the  capitation 
rolls  to  (how,  that  no  fuch  perfon  as  his  pretended  father,  Etienne 
De  Rougement,  ever  exifted  at  any  time  in  that  quarter.  And 
though  the  credit  of  the  capitation  roll  was  fupported  by  a  very 
good  fecond,  the  army-lift,  M.  De  Rougement  loft  his  caufe,  and 
remained  the  fon  of  a  man,  who  according  to  the  purfuers  logic 
never  exifted.  Xhefe  Paris  rolls  may  perhaps  dupe  the  learned 
in  Scotland  :  but  thofe  of  the  purfuers  counfel,  who  have  been 
in  France,  will  be  the  firft  to  laugh  at  thofe,  who  are  duped. 

This  argument  from  the  capitation  rolls  is  certainly  the  ftrongeft 
of  thefe  prefumptive  proofs,  which  the  purfuers  ufe  againft  the 
gxiftence  of  IVIad-  Le  Brun.  And  yet  it  is  remaikable,  that  all 
the  witneffes  to  this  point  are  produced  on  the  part  of  the  de¬ 
fender  ;  and  by  their  appearance  on  his  fide,  they  bear  an  honour¬ 
able  teftimony  to  the  condua  of  thofe  gentlemen  employed  to 
ferve  him ;  and  prove,  that  they  wifiied  only  to  difcover  truth. 

In  the  next  argument  the  purfuers  will  ftiew  us  what  they  have  Mem.  pt.  5 

done  for  themfelves . 

SECT.  IV. 

Of  the  Purfuers  Search  for  Mad.  Le  Prim. 

NO  body  will  believe,  that  the  agents  for  the  purfuers  ever 
took  any  real  pains  to  find  Mad.  Le  Brun.  That  was  doubt- 
lefs  the  defenders  bufinefs  ;  however,  the  Tournelle,  it  feems, 
employed  an  huiffier  in  1763  to  make  a  fearch ;  and  the  purfuers 
have  thought  good  to  bring  him  into  the  procefs  in  iy6^.  Mr. 

Charlier,  the  huiffier,  fays,  that  he  went  from  the  Pont  ITeuf  to  p.  p.  180. 
the  Luxembourg,  through  the  rue  de  la  Comedie,  and  through 
all  the  ftreets  on  the  right  and  left,  “  f  pour  decouvrir  &  con- 
“  ftater,  fi  en  I’annee  1748  il  demeuroit  dans  aucune  des  dites  180. 

**  rues  une  femme  du  nom  de  Le  Brun  tenant  hotel  garni :  he 
afterwards  enlarges,  and  adds,  “  tenant  hotel,  ou  chambre  garni, 

*  “  As  fon  of  Etienne  De  Rougement,  an  officer  living  in  the  ftreet  cul  de  fac  St.  Pierre, 
t  “  To  difcover  and  afeertain,  if  in  the  year  1748  there  lived  in  any  of  the  faid  llreets  a 
woman  of  the  name  of  Le  Brun,  who  kept  an  hotel  garni,  ready  furnifhed  loagings,  or  an 
eating  houfe.’^  v 
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**  ou  qui  donna  d  manger T  Thus  being  fent  to  fearch  for  Mad. 
Le  Brun  in  a  clafs  of  people,  where  fhe  was  not  to  be  found,  he 
returned  without  his  errand.  And  this  tranfa^tion  proves  very 
well,  that  the  purfuers  did  avoid  to  make  the  properelf  fearch  for 
her  :  for  the  parliament  of  Paris,  which  permitted  this  fpecial 
fearch  for  a  woman,  who  kept  an  inn,  an  eating-houfe,  or  fur- 
nifhed  lodgings,  would  have  directed  a  general  fearch,  had  it  been 
defired. 

The  learned  memorialift  quotes  the  Monitoire  as  a  means  of 
finding  Mad.  Le  Brun.  The  writer  of  thefe  papers  has  already 
faid,  what  he  thinks  of  the  paflage  in  the  Monitoire  here  referred 
to.  He  cannot  help  conjecturing,  that  it  is  by  miitake  of  the  printer, 
that  the  palTage  appears  at  length  in  Englifh  in  the  purfuers  me¬ 
morial  ;  for  furely  no  one  can  read,  that  the  delivery  in  the  houfe 
of  Le  Brun  was  pretended,  that  lady  Jane  was  brought  to  bed  by 
a  pretended  accoucheur,  and  that  the  ondoyement  was  pretended ; 
and  think  that  thefe  circumftances,  publilhed  by  the  authority 
of  the  magiflrate  as  points  already  proved,  would  ever  invite  the 
true  Mad.  Le  Brun  to  come  in  revelation. 

Thefe  feem  to  be  all  the  arguments  produced  by  the  purfuers 
to  prove  the  non-exiftence  of  Mad.  Le  Brun.  How  far  they 
amount  to  a  fufficient  evidence  of  the  abfolute  non-exiflence  of 
fuch  a  perfon  (a  phrafe  with  which  they  are  decorated  in  the 
load  page  of  Aimon’s  book)  the  reader  mufi:  be  left  to  judge. 
This  euloge  is  faid  to  come  from  the  fame  perfon,  who  made  fir 
John  fay.  Le  Brun  was  recommended  to  him  by  Godefroi,  inllead 
of  Godeiroi’s  people.  He  is  faid  to  have  added  further,  page  104, 
“  Sir  John  Stewart  has  alfo  faid,  that  fhe  was  recommended  to 
“  them  by  La  Marre  ;  but  this  is  incredible.”  Is  it  fo  ?  Then  it 
is  fiirprizing,  any  perfon  fhould  have  given  himfelf  the  trouble  to 
invent  it ;  for  fir  John  never  faid  one  word  like  it.  There  feems 
to  be  a.ftrange  fatality  attending  every  faCt  this  learned  perfon  is, 
made  to  aflert,  and  every  confequence  he  is  made  to  draw.  It  Ls> 
incredible,  “  becaufe  it  is  acknowledged  by  fir  John  himfelf,  that 
“  he  never  faw  Pierre  La  Marre  at  the  houfe  of  Mad.  Le  Brun,  till 
**  the  day  of  the  delivery.”  Pray  may  one  afk  this  great  logician, 
whether  the  perfon,  who  advifed  him  to  make  this  fpeech,  gave 
him  that  advice  after  the  fpeech  was  made,  or  before  t  Who 
could  imagine,  that  this  lafi:  faCt  fhould  be  ais  far  from  truth  as  all 
the  preceding  ?  Yet  fo  it  is. — Sir  John  has  exprefly  faid,  that  he 
carried  La  Marre  into  lady  Jane’s  room  at  Mad.  Le  Bran’s  before 
the  delivery.  What  charity  ought  we  to  learn  for  the  old,  deaf, 

and 
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and  blind  baronet,  when  we  fee  fuch  numerous  miftakes  current 
under  the  name  of  a  perfon  of  diftinguilhed  abilities !  Mr.  Ander- 
fon  has  indeed  taken  fome  pains  to  remove  thefe  blunders  a  little 
out  of  fight.  At  page  27  in  his  book  we  read,  “  if  it  vyas  he  (La 
“  Marre)  who  recommended  Le  Brun’s  ” — and  “  if  it  was  he 
“  who  provided  the  bad  nurfes.”— Such  expreffions  as  thefe  aflert 
nothingfand  therefore  cannot  be  contradidled.  But  what  can  wc 
think  (5*  this  writer  s  logical  merit,  when  he  grounds  his  reafon- 
ing  on  two  hypothefes,  the  firft  of  which  is  not  in  proof,  and  the 
fecond  is  contradictory  to  all  the  evidence  ?  For  it  is  certain  from 
the  depofitions,  that  Mr.  La  Marre  recommended  only  one  nurfe, 
the  good  nurfe  of  Sholto.  In  reality,  there  is  nothing  incredible  in 
fuppofing,  that  La  Marre  did  originally  recommend  Le  Brun’s 
lodgings.  Sir  John  fpeaks  with  great  diffidence,  and  fays  only,  Decl.  3.  Gv 
that  fo  far  as  he  can  recolleCt,  it  was  Godefroi  s  people  that  re¬ 
commended  him  to  Mad.  Le  Brun.  It  is  very  probable,  that  La 
Marre  inftruCted  one  of  Godefroi’s  people,  when  lir  John  was  not 
at  home ;  and  that  by  that  means  the  recommendation  came  to 
fir  John  by  a  fervant  3  as  he  feems  to  recolleCt, 

SECT.  V. 

Of  the  lyefender  s  Search  for  Mad.  Le  Brun. 

IT  is  now  time  to  examine  the  defender’s  proof,  that  there  was 
a  Mad.  Le  Brun  Fauxbourg  St.  Germain  in  1748^,  capable  of 
being  the  landlady  of  fir  John  and  lady  Jane. 

Though  the  defender  has  fufficiently  fhewn,  that  the  capitation 
rolls  are  ineompleat,  and  that  an  omiffion  in  thefe  rolls  is  never 
received  in  the  courts  of  France  as  proof  of  the  non-exiftence  of 
the  perfon  omitted  5  yet  he  has  no  occafion  to  avail  himfelf  of  this 
argument.  The  capitation  rolls,  adj  Lifted  at  the  town-houfe  De¬ 
cember  the  gift  174S  for  the  enfuing  year,  mention  five  perfons 
of  the  name  of  Le  Brun  :  La  Veuve  Le  Brun  rue  St.  Dominique  3^7 
quartier  de  Sorbonne  j  and  Mad.  Le  Brun  vivant  de  fon  bien  rue  3 
de  la  Comedie  quartier  du  Luxembourg,  are  two  of  them.— It  is 
a  pretty  ftriking  circumftance^in  favour  of  fir  John  Stewart,  that 
out  of" five  perfons,  who  appear  in  the  capitation  rolls,  two  of 
them  fhould  undoubtedly  be  within  the  poffibility  of  having  been 
the  landlady  of  lady  Jane  3  as  thefe  two  women  certainly  are.— 

Thefe  ladies  will  bear  to  be  looked  at  very  near  :  but  firft  we  miift 
•obferve,  what  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit  have  faid  relative  to  the 
fituation  of  the  houfe,  in  which  lady  Jane  was  delivered.— Sir 
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Decl.  3  G.  John  has  unfortunately  forgot  the  name  of  the  ftreet :  he  remem¬ 
bers  only  ‘‘  that  going  up  from  the  PontNeuf  to  the  Luxembourg 
P.P.252.D.  “  by  the  rue  de  la  Comedie,  it  was  on  the  left  hand.”  Mrs. 

Hewit  probably  never  knew  the  name  of  the  ftreet,  or  its  fitua- 

. . G,  tion  :  die  fays  only,  that  it  was  not  far  diftant  from  Michel’s  (rue 

_ E.  Serpente),  that  die  thinks,  the  entrance  was  off  the  flreet.  And 

- F.  for  the  apartment,  die  fays  they  had  two  rooms  and  a  little  one, 

all  on  one  floor ;  and  as  Ihe  thinks  on  the  firfl;  floor. — Mrs. 

- Hewit  defer ves  the  greater  credit  in  this  circumilance,  as  die  is 

111*253.  F.G.  accurate  in  her  defcription  of  Michel’s  rooms. 

To  return  to  our  prefent  fubjedl  :  when  the  capitation  rolls 
had  been  examined,  the  defender’s  agents  engaged  two  gentlemen 
of  credit,  Mr.  Cauvel  de  Beauville  and  Mr.  Maflbn  de  la  CroilTet, 
to  vifit  thofe  houfes,  where  any  perfon  of  the  name  of  Le  Brun  ap¬ 
peared  by  the  lifts  to  have  lived  at  the  end  of  the  year  1748.  The 
D.  P,  1 17  G.  of  thofe  gentlemen  is  as  follows  :  ift,  “  Mad.Le  Brun  rue 

—  to  118.  E.  St.  Dominique  faifoit  des  menages,  &  gardoit  des  malades,  & 
“  avoit  une  fide  qui  pouvoit  etre  agee  de  15  ou  16  ans  en  1748.” 
Mad.  LeBrun  and  her  daughter  are  dead,  and  the  houfe  is  pulled 

- 118.  B.  down.  2d,  “  4  Mad.  Le  Brun  rue  de  la  Comedie,  vivant  de  fon 

to  E.  bien,  faifoit  des  menages,  &  gardoit  des  malades,  pouvoit  etre 
r-to  123.  b!  “  de  65  a  66  ans  in  1765,  &  avoit  une  fille,  qui  pouvoit  avoir 
‘‘  adluellement  35  ans  j  mais  cette  fille  eft  morte.”  Mad.  Travers, 
the  landlord’s  wife,  faid,  flie  could  not  tell  how  long  this  Le  Brun 
had  ftaid  in  the  houfe  :  Si  c’etoit  trois  mois,  ou  d’avantage. 

It  is  plain,  that  either  of  thefe  perfons  may  have  been  lady 
Jane’s  landlady.  To  get  to  the  rue  St.  Dominique  from  the  Pont 
Neuf  by  the  ftreet  de  la  Comedie,  one  muft  bear  to  the  left  at 
the  hotel  de  Conde,  and  leave  the  Luxembourg  on  the  right :  and 
this  ftreet  is  very  near  the  ftreet  Serpente,  where  Michel  lives. 
And  as  to  the  laft  Mad.  Le  Brun,  who  lived  in  the  Comedy-ftreet 
in  December  1748,  it  is  not  certain  from  Mad.  Travers’s  ac¬ 
count,  that  (he  lived  in  Mr.  Travers’s  houfe  in  July  preceding; 
fo  that  her  place  of  abode  is  not  certainly  known.  Several  of 
the  gentlemen  of  the  faculty  inform  us,  that  thefe  gardes  malades 
change  their  quarters  very  frequently. 


*  “  Mad.  Le  Brun,  in  the  ftreet  St.  Dominique,  drefthd  people’s  rooms,  attended  fick 
“  people,  and  had  a  daughter,  who  was  about  fifteen  or  fixteen  years  of  age  in  1748.” 

t  “  Mad.  Le  Brun,  in  the  ftreet  de  la  Comedie,  living  on  her  income,  kept  people’s 
houfes,  and  attended  fick  people,  may  now  in  1765  be  about  fixty-five  or  fixty-fix  years 
old,  and  had  a  daughter,  who  would  now  be  thirty-five  years  of  age  ;  but  ftie  is  dead.” 


Sir 
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Sir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit  have  both  been  embarraffed  in  recol-  Ded.  3.  l. 
le(5ting,  whether  there  was  or  was  not  a  widow,  who  lodged  with  ~^g 
Mad.  Le  Brun.  And  it  is  remarkable,  that  a  widow  is  marked  in  p.r  253, 
the  rolls  in  the  houfe  with  the  latter  Mad.  Le  Brun :  and  two  wo-  b- 

men  appear  with  the  former,  either  of  whom  might  be  a  widow. 

The  very  diftinguilhed  page  of  Almon’s  hook  above  quoted 
informs  us,  that  Mad.  Le  Brun  rue  de  la  Comedie  could  not  be  lady 
Jane’s  landlady,  becaufe  it  appears  (he  was  only  a  lodger  :  but 
this  is  a  miftake,  for  want  of  confulting  Boyer’s  Didionary,  where 
it  may  be  found  that  locataire  fignifies  a  tenant  as  well  as  a  lodger. 

—Mr.  Travers  did  not  live  in  his  own  houfe  in  the  Comedy-flreet 
in  174.8. 

There  is  a  pretty  extraordinary  circumftance  relative  to  the  Mad.  - 123.  a. 

Le  Brun  who  lived  in  the  Comedy-ftreet,  which  has  not  yet  been 
mentioned.  M^ad.  Travers  told  thefe  gentlemen,  that  (he  had  feen  123.  a. 
Mad.  Le  Brun  three  weeks  or  a  month  before  they  came  to  enquire 
for  her;  and  yet  fbe  has  not  been  found.— The  purfuers  learned 
memorialift  triumphs  in  this ;  and  fays,  the  defender  s  people 
might  have  found  her  if  they  would.— But  why  would  not  the 
purfuers  find  her  for  them  ?  Certainly  if  fhe  was  the  peifon,  in 
whofe  houfe  lady  Jane  was  brought  to-bed,  the  defender’s  counfel 
would  have  produced  her  if  they  could :  if  fhe  was  not  the 
peifon,  one  would  have  thought  the  purfuers  would  have  taken 
a. little  pains  to  prove  that  fhe  was  not.— She  has  difappeared  all  at 
once  on  the  report  of  IVIefl.  Beauville  and  M^aflbn  .  if  fhe  was  not 
the  perfon  the  defender  wanted,  he  could  have  no  more  interefl: 
in  fending  her  away,  than  in  fending  away  the  other  perfons  of 
the  fame  name  :  if  fhe  was  the  perfon,  it  was  of  the  utmoft  con- 
fequence  to  the  purfuers  that  fhe  fliould  not  appear.  After  all,  fhe 
may  have  flipped  out  of  the  way  on  her  own  affairs :  and  whether 
this  is  to  the  lofs  or  advantage  of  Mr.  Douglas  cannot  be  af- 
certained  by  the  hearfay  evidence  of  thefe  gentlemen. 

This  is  not  the  whole  of  the  defender’s  evidence  :  he  has  ex¬ 
amined  feveral  living  witneffes,  who  clearly  eflablifh  the  exiftence 

of  a  Madam  Le  Brun.— Dr.  John  Gibfon,  a  phyfician  of  Glafgow, - 394.  b. 

was  at  Paris  in  the  year  1745,  and  knew  a  woman  of  the  name 
of  Le  Brun,  who  was  a  garde  malade,  and  received  lying-in  wo¬ 
men  at  her  houfe.  He  was  introduced  by  Mr.  Gregoire,  a  man-  - 39^ 

midwife,  and  commenced  the  practice  of  man-midwife  in  her  396.^ 

houfe.  The  apartments  were  but  mean  ;  the  fituation  of  the 395. ». 

houfe  not  far  from  the  ftreet  Pi*erre  Sarazine ;  but  the  dodlor  s 

me- 
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memory  fails  at  the  fame  point  with  Sir  John  Stewart’s,  and  the 
name  of  the  ftreet  is  forgotten.  Mad.  Le  Brun  was  a  middle- 
aged  woman — the  dodor  never  faw  any  daughter. — The  dodtor’s 
defcription  of  this  woman  agrees  with  either  of  the  perfons  whofe 
names  appear  in  the  capitation  rolls ,  and  the  ftreet  Dominique 
is  not  far  from  the  ftreet  Sarazine. 


D.  P.  67.  E. 

— —  67. F. 


68.  A. 

67.  E. 


■  '  ■■  68.  E. 


- 73. A. 

-  74.  A. 


-  74. B. 


— —  85.  F. 


Mr.  Menager  depofes,  that  he  knew,  that  Mr.  La  Marre  was 
conneded  in  1747  or  1748  with  a  Mad.  Le  Brun,  who  had  a 
daughter  :  that  he  prefumed  this  Mad.  Le  Brun  was  a  garde  ma- 
lade,  becaufe  Mr.  La  Marre  often  fpoke  to  her  in  private  :  he  ne¬ 
ver  knew  where  ftie  lived,  but  guefted  it  might  have  been  fome- 
where  in  the  quarter  of  St.  Andre  des  Arts,  becaufe  he  often  faw 
Mr.  La  Marre  turn  down  the  ftreet  L’epron,  which  leads  to  the 
ftreet  Paon.  Mr.  Menager  depofes,  that  he  told  all  thefe  circum- 
ftances  to  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  in  1762,  in  prefence  of  Mr.  Gilles; 
and  that  Mr.  Gilles  told  Mr.  Stuart  the  fame  things. 

Mr.  Gilles,  the  gentleman  to  whom  Mr.  Menager  appeals,  has 
depofed,  *  Qu’il  n’a  jamais  connu  de  dame  appclie  Le  Brun, 
“  ni  n’a  entendu  dire  par  le  Sieur  La  Marre,  qu’il  conniit  une  dame 
de  ce  nom  :  que  Monf.  Stuart  &  Monf.  Menager  etoient  pre- 
“  fent,  lorfque  le  Sieur  Buhot  parlat  au  depofant,  &  qu’alors  il  luy 
“  fit  le  meme  recit,  qu’il  vien  de  faire  ci-deftlis ;  qu’il  a  fait  le 
“  meme  recit  a  Meff.  Burnet  &  M^Conochie  ici  prefent,  ne  leur 
“  difant  que  la  meme  chofe,  parce  que  s’il  avoit  dit  autrement,  il 
auroit  dit  faux:  qu’il  fit  aufli  le  meme  recit  a  Monf.  Moreau.” 

Mr.  Gilles  flatly  contradidls  Mr.  Menager  on  the  fubjedl  of  Mad. 
Le  Brun  :  he  not  only  denies  his  knowledge  of  any  woman,  who 
bore  that  name,  but  he  alfo  denies  that  he  ever  faid  he  knew  her. 
The  defender’s  agents,  defirous  to  fupport  the  credit  of  Mr.  Me¬ 
nager,  and  to  fecure,  if  poifible,  Mr.  Gilles’s  teftimony  to  the  ex- 
iftence  of  Mad.  Le  Brun,  recolledted  that  they  had  in  their  poflef- 
fion  the  account  formerly  given  by  Mr.  Gilles  to  Mr.  Moreau. — 
Thefe  gentlemen  had  the  year  before  defired  Mr.  Morand  to  afk 
Mr.  Gilles,  what  he  knew  about  La  Marre  and  Le  Brun.  Mr. 
Morand  having  but  little  acquaintance  with  Mr.  Gilles,  engaged 


•  “  That  he  never  knew  a  woman  called  Le  Brun,  nor  heard  La  Marre  fay  that  he  knew 
“  a  woman  of  this  name  ;  that  Mr.  Stuart  and  Mr.  Menager  were  prefent,  when  Mr.  Bu- 
hot  fpoke  to  the  deponent,  at  which  time  he  told  him  the  fame  things,  he  has  now  faid  ; 
“  as  he  alfo  did  to  Meff.  Burnet  and  M‘Conoehie  here  prefent,  and  faid  nothing  elfe  to 
“  them,  becaufe  if  he  had  faid  any  thing  elfe,  he  fliould  have  told  a  lie  j  and  that  he  gave 
“  the  fame  account  to  Monf.  Moreau.” 


his 
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his  friend  Mr.  Moreau  to  make  the  enquiry,  and  gave  him  in  writ¬ 
ing  the  queftions,  on  which  he  defired  information.  Few  people 
of  fcience  in  Europe  are  unacquainted  with  the  illuftrious  charac¬ 
ter  of  Mr.  Morand,  and  Mr.  Moreau  is  a  man  of  diftinguifhed 
abilities  and  integrity ;  fb  that  no  fufpicion  can  be  had  of  thofe 
gentlemen  :  the  queftions  are  brought  into  procefs  in  the  hand¬ 
writing  of  Mr.  Morand,  and  the  anfwers  in  that  of  Mr.  Moreau,  D.  P.Si.c. 
who  has  depofed,  that  what  he  has  written  was  dictated  to  him 
by  Mr.  Gilles. 

Mr.  Morand  afks,  “  * **  S’il  auroit  eu  connoiflance  de  la  femme - 82.  f. 

“  Le  Brun,  chez  qui  Monf.  La  Marre  areceu  I’enfant  ?”  And  Mr. 

Gilles  anfwers,  “S9ait,  que  la  dame  eft  accouchee  chez  la  dite  Le  - 83.  0. 

“  Brun  de  deux  enfans,  felon  ce  qu’a  dit  le  Sieur  La  Marre  dans 
“  le  terns.” 

After  this  convincing  proof  of  the  falftiood  of  Mr.  Gilles,  no 
great  ftrefs  can  be  laid  on  any  thing  he  fays.  Such  double  dealing 
is  always  a  reafonable  ground  of  fufpicion  againft  any  witnefs. 

Great  part  of  the  purfuers  elaborate  memorial  is  taken  up  in  a 
fruitlefs  endeavour  to  fhew,  that  Sir  John  Stewart  and  Mrs. 

Hewit  have  contradided  themfelves.  All  courts  and  all  parties 
admit,  that  a  witnefs,  who  is  known  defignedly  to  have  fworn 
contrary  to  what  he  has  formerly  faid  on  the  fame  fubjebt,  lofes 
all  his  credit :  and  if  it  be  allowed  to  entertain  any  particular  opi¬ 
nion  from  the  circumftances  of  the  prcfent  cafe,  it  is  certainly 
much  more  probable,  that  Mr.  Gilles  told  the  truth  to  Mr.  Mo¬ 
reau,  than  that  he  has  depofed  it  in  this  procefs. 

There  are  more  witnefles  of  the  fame  odour. 

Francois  La  Marre,  a  younger  brother  of  Pierre,  fwears,  “  ^  Qu’il  p.p.  184.  l; 

n’avoit  jamais  connu  a  Paris  Mad.  Le  Brun  fage  femme  ;  qu  il 
“  n-e  fait  pas  que  fon  frere  ait  connu,  ou  ait  ete  lie  avec  une  femme 

de  ce  nom  la.”— But  all  this  was  falfe  ;  and  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart 
knew  it  at  the  time  Fran9ois  La  Marre  made  his  depohtion.— 

MelT.  Stuart  and  D’ Anjou  had  an  interview  with  this  Fran9ois 
La  Marre  in  April  1763,  and  what  pafled  at  that  time  is  in  pro- 


•  If  he  was  acquainted  with  the  woman  Le  Brun,  in  whofe  houfe  Mr.  La  Marre  re- 

ceived  the  child  ? _ Mr.  Gilles  anfwers,  Knows  that  the  lady  was  delivered  in  the  houfe 

**  of  the  faid  Le  Brun  of  two  children,  as  La  Marre  told  him  at  the  time.” 

«  • 

f  *♦  That  he  never  knew  at  Paris  Mad.  Le  Brun  a  midwife;  and  that  he  does  not  know, 
“  that  his  brother  knew,  or  was  connefted  with  any  woman  of  this  name.” 

O  cefs 
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D.P.1031.C.  cefs— “  +  Sur  la  queftion,  queMonf.  Stuart  lui  a  faite,  pour  fa- 
“  voir  li  fon  frere  n’avoit  pas  connu  a  Paris  une  dame  Le  Brun,  il 
“  nous  a  dit  fur  le  champ,  &  fans  hefiter,  qu  il  avoit  connu  une 
“  dame  Le  Brun  accoucheufe,  demeurante  rue  de  Seine,  Faux- 
bourg  St.  Germain  ;  que  lui,  Fran9ois  de  La  Marre,  Tavoit  pa- 
‘‘  reillement  connu,  qu’il  I’avoit  fouvent  vue  dans  fa  maifon,  rue  de 
Seine,  &  que  cette  maifon  etoit  vers  le  milieu  de  la  rue.”  In 
this  converfation  he  added  feveral  more  particulars  about  this  Mad. 
Lc  Brun,  \vhich  may  be  feen  in  the  fame  page. 

Thefe  gentlemen  had  a  fecond  converfation  with  this  Fran9ois, 

_ 1031.F.  on  the  6th  May  1763.— He  then  told  them,  ‘‘  C^’il  avoit  vu 

deux  meflieurs  etrangers  le  7  du  meme  mois  (c’eft  a  dire  Avril)  5 
qu’il  leur  avoit  repondu  la  meme  chofe  qu’a  nous,  qu’il  nous  a 
«  repete  exadtement,  fauf  V  article  de  Mad,  Le  Brun"' 

It  is  plain  by  thefe  excerpts,  that  Fran9ois  de  La  Marre  is  a 
villain  in  grain ;  and  that  he  held  a  different  language  to  the  two 
parties  at  the  fame  time.  It  appears  too,  that  the  point,  which 
the  purfuers  agents  wifhed  to  conceal  at  this  time,  was  the  ex- 
iftence  of  Mad.  Le  Brun.  After  they  had  obtained  the  exami¬ 
nation  of  fir  John  Stewart  from  the  Court  of  Seffion,  they  flattered 
themfelves  with  the  notion,  that  they  could  parry  all  the  evidence 
about  Mr.  Menager’s  La  Marre,  whom  they  call  La  Mart,  with 
the  pen  of  fir  Adam  Fergufon  :  but  they  wifhed  to  conceal  Mad. 
Lc  Brun  from  the  defender  and  from  the  court. — ThatFran9ois  La 
Marre  was  defired  to  deny  his  knowledge  of  a  Mad.  Le  Brun  to  the 
defender’s  people  appears  from  hence his  report  on  the  6th  of 
May  1763  to  the  perfons  who  employed  him,  is  as  falfe  as  his 
oath  in  the  year  1765.  He  did  tell  Mr.  Murray,  that  he  knew 
Mad.  Le  .Brun,  and  named  the  ftreet  where  fhe  lived. 

_ _ 44S.  E.  Mr.  Robert  Douglas  depofes,  “  that  he  was  prefent,  when  Mr. 

“  Murray  fent  for  Fran9ois  La  Marre  in  1763,  who  told  him, 
“  that  there  was  a  woman  of  that  name  who  lived  in  Paris,  and 
with  whom  his  brother  Pierre  La  Marre  was  acquainted;  and 
**  thereupon  he  gave  to  the  faid  Mr.  Murray  a  direction,  where 


t  “  Upon  the  queftion,  which  Mr.  Stuart  put  to  him,  to  know,  if  his  brother  was  not 
acquainted  at  Paris  with  a  Mad.  Le  Brun,  he  told  us  immediately,  and  without  hefita- 
“  tion,  that  he  was  acquainted  with  a  Mad.  Le  Brun  a  midwife,  who  lived  in  the  rue  de 
Seine,  Fauxbourg  St.  Germain  ;  and  that  he,  Frangois  de  La  Marre,  alfo  knew  her,  and 
that  he  had  often  feen  her  in  her  houfe  in  the  ftreet  de  Seine,  and  that  the  houfe  was 
about  the  middle  of  the  ftreet.’* 

*  “  That  he  had  feen  two  foreign  gentlemen  the  yth  of  the  fame  month  (i.  e.  April), 
*'  that  he  had  told  them  the  fame  thing  as  he  had  told  us,  which  he  repeated  exadly,  exce/t 
t*  tht  artidt  about  Mad,  UBrun,*\ 

**  or 
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or  in  what  ftreet  Mad.  Le  Brun  lived.”  It  is  prefumed  this 
was  a  falfe  addrefs,  for  Mad.  Le  Brun  was  not  found. 

Had  Francois  LaMarre  fpoke  truth  to  Mr.  Murray,  he  really 
told  him  more  than  he  had  told  Meff.  Stuart  and  D’ Anjou  ;  for  he  D.P. 
made  them  believe,  that  he  did  not  know  whether  Mad.  Le  Brun 
was  living  or  dead. 

After  all  this  witnefs  {hewed  fome  remorfe ;  for  though  he  fwore  - 

before  he  depofed,  he  refufed  to  fign  his  depofition  afterwards 

Mr.  Anderfon  has  told  us,  p.  481  ^  r 

have  produced  the  Ihadow  of  evidence  of  Mad.  Le  Brup  s  houfe 
and  family,  or  of  any  other  houfe  where  {he  could  be  fuppofed 
to  have  refided,  and  to  have  been  delivered  upon  the  10th  of 
Tuly,  fome  argument  might  from  thence  have  been  formed. 

Mr.  Anderfon  is  very  gracious  in  this  paflage  :  to  a  common  un- 
derftanding  the  {hadow  of  evidence  could  fupport  no  more,  than 
the  (hadow  of  an  argument ;  Mr.  Anderfon  allows  the  defender  to 
form  a  real  argument.— But  let  us  be  ferious,  when  we  are  con- 
fidering  a  point  of  fuch  importance  to  the  intereft  of  mankind. 

The  writer  of  thefe  papers  dares  appeal  to  the  known  good  fen fe 
of  the  gentleman,  to  whom  this  alTertion  is  imputed,  whether  he 
does  not  firmly  believe,  that  the  extracts  juft  quoted  are  more  than 
a  {hadow  of  evidence  of  Mad.  Le  Brun’s  houfe  and  family.  We 
are  lure  that  Fran9ois  de  La  Marre  concealed  a  Mad.  Le  Brun  from 
the  defender;  we  are  fure  that  he  informed  the  purfuers  with  all 
polTiblehafte  of  what  he  had  done,  as  an  adlion,  which  he 
lieved  would  be  acceptable  to  them;  we  are  fure  that  the  Mad. 

Le  Brun,  whom  he  concealed,  was  in  a  fituation  of  life,  in  which 
wc  muft  expea  to  find  the  landlady  of  lady  Jane  by  the  accounts 
of  Mrs  Hewit  and  Ifabel  Walker.  Surely  this  condua  is  more 
dian  a  ihadow  of  evidence,  that  this  Mad.  Le  Brun  was  known 
to  be  the  real  landlady  of  lady  Jane  j  for  what  other  ““'J 

induce  Franfois  deLa  Marre  to  conceal  her  name  ? 
teftimony  of  Mr.  Menager;  it  explains  the  condud  of  Mr.  Gilles , 
and  if  the  induftry  of  the  agents  for  Mr.  Douglas  had  not  been  di- 
reded  to  vindicate  the  honour  of  lady  Jane,  as  well  as  to  dden 
their  client,  it  would  have  juftified  them  m  renouncing  any  lur- 
ker  folicitude  about  Mad.  Le  Brun.  They  might  have  told  the 
court,  {he  was  kept  up  from  them. 

The  next  witnefs  for  the  defender  is 
main  en  Laye,  whofe  name  is  Le  Brun.  She  is  brought  to  depofe 
what  {he  may  have  heard  from  one  dame  Fontaine,  lately  dece 
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She  depofes,  “  *  Que  la  dit  dame  Fontaine  n’a  point  dit  a  la  depo- 
“  fante  chez  qiii  on  difoit  que  la  dame  etoit  accouchee,  6c  qu’elle 
“  (dame  Fontaine)  n’en  favoit  rien  elle-meme,  ni  n’a  dit  a  la  de- 
“  pofante,  par  qui  cette  dame  avoit  ete  accouchee.”  And  fhe 
adds,  “  Qu’elle  s’eft  toujours  expliquee  a  ce  fujet  d’une  maniere 
uniforme,  autant  qu’elle  a  pu  s’en  fouvenir;  mais  que  ne  pou- 
‘‘  vant  fe  rappeller  le  detail  de  toutes  les  converfations  qu’elles  a  eu 
“  a  ce  fujet,  h  elle  s’etoit  trompee  en  quelque  chofe  dans  ces  con- 
verfations,  ce  qu’elle  dit  a  prefent,  fous  la  foi  du  ferment,  eft 
“  la  pure  verite; — qu’elle  n’a  jamais  entendu  dire,  que  la  dame 
“  etrangere  fut  accouchee  chez  une  perfonne  du  nom  de  Le 
Brun.” 

This  Mad.  Le  Brun  has  a  very  extraordinary  memory  j  for  the  de¬ 
fender  has  clearly  proved  by  two  unexceptionable  witnelTes,  that 
only  four  days  before  flie  made  her  depofition  fhe  had  given  a  very 
circumftantial  account  of  many  fads  fhe  had  learnt  nine  years  be¬ 
fore,  i.  e.  in  1755,  from  dame  Fontaine;  in  particular,  that 
dame  Fontaine  then  told  her,  that  feven  years  before  that  conver- 
fation,  i.  e.  in  1748,  “  ^  11  y  avoit  une  dame  etrangere  d’une 
grande  diflindion,  qui  etoit  accouchee  de  deux  jumeaux  ;  que 
**  I’accouchement  avoit  ete  fait  par  un  Sieur  La  Marre  chez  une 
“  femme  ncmmee  Le  Brun.”  So  that  we  fee,  that  in  only  four 
days  time  this  woman  is  tranfmuted  by  fomefecret  chemiflry  from 
a  ftrong  witnefs  for  Mr.  Douglas,  to  a  very  artful  agent  for  the 
purfuers. 

The  learned  memorialifl  triumphs  much  on  another  part  of  her 
depofition.  She  fays,  that  fhe  learned  all  fhe  knew  about  this 
affair  very  recently  from  a  gentleman,  who  told  her  the  lady  was 
lately  dead,  and  had  left  ten  thcufand  livres  to  the  Mad.  Le  Brun, 
in  whofe  houfe  fhe  had  been  delivered  ;  and  afked  her,  whether 
.  fhe  was  that  perfon ;  to  which  fhe  anfwered,  that  fhe  was  not. — The 
purfuers  have  brought  Mr.  Le  Brun  to  depofe,  that  his  wife  told 
him  of  this  application,  and  of  her  anfwer.  Notwithftanding  this 
there  is  very  little  reafon  to  believe,  that  any  fuch  offer  was  made 


*  That  the  fald  Mad.  Fontaine  did  not  tell  her  the  deponent,  in  whofe  houfe  it  was  faid 
“  that  the  lady  was  brought  to  bed,  and  that  Mad.  Fontaine  knew  nothing  of  it  herfelf;  and 
did  not  tell  her,  by  whom  the  lady  had  been  brought  to  bed. — Thatflie  always  {poke  of  this 
matter  in  a  uniform  manner,  fo  far  as  fhe  can  recolka  ;  but  as  fhe  cannot  remember  eve- 
“  ry  circumftance  of  all  the  converfations,  which  fire  has  had  on  this  fubjeft,  if  fhe  was  mif- 
“  taken  in  any  thing  in  thefe  converfations,  what  fhe  has  now  faid  upon  oath  is  the  real 

“  truth. - And  fhe  never  heard,  that  the  foreign  lady  was  delivered  in  the  houfe  of  a  per- 

“  fon  of  the  name  of  Le  Brun.”  ^ 

t  “  There  was  a  foreign  lady  of  great  diflimaion,  w'ho  was  brought  to  bed  of  twins  : 
“  that  fhe  was  delivered  by  one  La  Marre,  in  the  houfe  of  a  woman  named  Le  Brun.” 


to 
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to  Mad.  Le  Brun,  both  becaufe  Hie  never  mentioned  it  to  Mr.  D.P.  97.  a. 
Valfort  and  Mad.  Le  Fevre,  and  becaufe  there  is  little  reafon  to  — 99*’"* 
fuppofe  flie  would  have  rejed:ed  the  offer,  had  it  been  made; 
fince  it  is  known  that  fhe  has  fworn  falfely  in  many  particulars, 
for  which  nobody  would  give  her  half  that  fum. 

Thefe  depofitions  feem  intended  to  prove  a  great  deal  more  than 
the  bare  exiftence  of  a  Mad.  Le  Brun  :  and  fo  they  do ;  provided 
it  be  found,  that  Mr.  La  Marre  of  Montreuil  fur  Mer  was  the 
real  accoucheur  of  lady  Jane  :  but  they  are  ftill  properly  intro¬ 
duced  in  this  place,  becaufe  the  exiftence  of  a  Mad.  Le  Brun  fage 
femme  and  garde  malade  is  the  only  point,  which  they  eftablifh 
by  pofitive  teftimony ;  and  becaufe  they  ferve  to  fhow,  that 
many  artifices  were  ufed  to  conceal  the  exiftence  of  Mad.  Le 
Brun. 


SECT.  VI. 

General  conclujions  in  the  cafe  of  Mad,  Le  Brun. 

'T^HERE  may  be  other  accounts  of  Mad.  Le  Brun  difperfed 
over  the  proof ;  but  what  has  been  already  quoted  is  fufficient 
to  bring  us  to  fome  general  conclufions. 

ift.  It  appears  that  Mrs.  Hewit’s  depofitions,  and  the  accounts 
fhe  gave  to  Ifabel  Walker,  point  out  Mad.  Le  Brun  as  garde  , 
malade. 

2dly.  As  it  is  admitted,  that  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  did  live 
feveral  days  in  fome  houfe,  after  they  had  left  Godefroi’s,  and  be¬ 
fore  they  went  to  Michel’s  ;  and  as  their  names  are  not  in  the  po-* 
lice-regifter  kept  at  inns  and  hotels  garni  during  this  period,  this 
is  a  ftrong  confirmation  that  they  lodged  in  fome  houfe  not  fub- 
je£l  to  the  regulations  of  police. 

3dly.  As  to  the  evidence  of  the  non-exiftence  of  Le  Brun  arifing 
from  the  records  of  capitation — if  Mad.  Le  Brun  was  a  Swifs,  or 
Genevefe,  or  wife  or  widow  to  a  Swifs  or  Genevefe — if  fhe  was 
the  wife  of  a  member  of  any  fraternity,  who  had  no  journeymen, 
apprentice,  or  fervant ;  or  if  fhe  was  a  poor  widow — if  fhe,  or  her 
hufband,  was  retained  by  any  minifter,  foreign  or  French — if  fhe 
was  the  wife  of  a  maitre  d’hotel,  valet  de  chambre  or  domeftique 
of  any  gentleman  whatever; — or  if  fhe  left  Fauxbourg  St.  Germain, 
or  changed  her  condition  by  a  fecond  marriage  before  the  ift  of 
January  1749,  her  name  would  not  be  found  in  any  of  the  rolls 
of  capitation,  which  have  been  hitherto  examined.- — And  even 
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independent  of  all  thefe  legal  exemptions,  there  are  very  many 
inftances  of  people  liable  to  be  taxed,  who  do  not  pay  the  capi¬ 
tation. _ And  thefe  rolls  of  capitation  have  never  been  fuftained  in 

France  as  evidence  of  the  non-exiftence  of  any  perfon. 

4th.  We  have  found  two  women  in  the  capitation  rolls  of  the 
name  of  Le  Brun,  both  gardes  malades,  who  lived  in  the  Faux- 
bourg  St.  Germain,  and  in  the  part  defcribed  by  fir  John  and 
Mrs.  Hewit.  They  had  each  of  them  a  daughter  in  1748  ;  and 
as  far  as  appears  in  proof,  either  of  them  may  have  been  the  land¬ 
lady  of  lady  Jane. 

5th.  There  is  full,  dired:,  and  credible  teftimony  of  living 
witneffes,  that  there  was  in  Paris  in  1748  a  woman  of  the  name 
of  Le  Brun,  a  garde  malade,  who  was  intimately  conneded  with 
an  accoucheur,  whofe  name  was  Pierre  de  La  Marre. 

6th.  There  is  great  reafon  to  believe,  that  one  of  the  women 
named  Le  Brun,  who  are  mentioned  in  the  capitation  rolls,  was 
living  in  Paris  when  this  procefs  began.  By  what  accident  fhe 
difappeared  is  not  known  ;  but  when  we  refled  on  the  charader 
and  condud  of  Francois  La  Marre,  and  Mad.  Le  Brun  at  St.  Ger¬ 
main,  we  cannot  but  confider  them  as  very  proper  inftruments,  in 
the  hands  of  the  perfon  who  didated  Mr.  Duruiffeau’s  depofition, 
to  perfuade  that  woman  to  retire  where  fhe  might  never  be 
found. 

7th.  It  does  not  appear  by  the  capitation  rolls,  that  the  name 
of  Le  Brun  is  fo  common  in  France,  as  to  engage  fir  John 
Stewart  to  fix  upon  it,  if  he  had  not  really  lodged  with  a  woman 
of  that  name. 

Upon  the  whole  it  is  certain,  that  the  purfuers  negative  proof 
is  infufflcient,  elufory,  and  fufpeded  j  and  that  the  defender  has 
proved  the  real  exiftence  of  a  Mad.  Le  Brun  garde  malade  in 
J748. 

^  SECT.  VII. 

OJ  the  Jiate  of  the  quefion  about  Mr.  La  Marre, 


TH  E  difpute  on  this  fubjed  is  of  a  very  Angular  kind.  It  has 
been  feen  that  the  purfuers  agents  had  found  a  Mad.  Le 
Brun,  and  her  patron  and  protedor  Lewis  Pierre  de  La  Marre,  fb 
early  as  autumn  1762,  before  the  caufe  began  and  knew  all, 
or  at  leaft  mofl  of,  the  circumftances  relative  to  thefe  two  per- 
fonsi  which  have  Ance  appeared  in  procefs.  As  foon  as  the  caufe 
commenced,  Ar  John  Stewart  was  examined.  A  very  conAderable 

part 
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part  of  this  judicial  declaration  is  employed  the  defcription  of 
the  perfon,  connections,  country,  and  engagements  of  Mr.  La 
Marre.— The  purfuers  bring  no  evidence  to  prove  the  falfehood 
of  this  part  of  the  declaration,  other  than  a  prefumptive  argu¬ 
ment.  Sir  John’s  account  remains  uncontradiCted ;  but  it  is  at 
the  fame  time  unfupported.  No  witnefs  has  been  produced  by 
the  defender,  who  can  give  any  account  of  a  Pierre  La  Marre,  fo 
circumftanced  in  all  points  as  fir  John  Stewart  has  defcribed  him  : 
from  whence  the  purfuers  are  led  to  argue,  that  fir  John  Stewart’s 
declaration  is  weak,  and  incompetent  j  and  fay,  that  it  is  infuf- 
ficient  to  eftablifli  fuch  an  important  point  as  the  exiftence  of 
Mr.  Pierre  La  Marre,  who  by  his  age  and  profeifion  mufi:  have 
been  known  to  many  perfons  at  Paris,  and  other  places  where  he 
had  lived.  The  defender’s  counfel,  fenfible  of  the  advantage  he 
would  receive  by  finding  the  accoucheur  of  lady  Jane,  had  no 
fooner  arrived  at  Paris,  and  learned  from  Mr.  Menager  and 
others  the  hiilory  of  Lewis  Pierre  de  La  Marre  of  Montreuil  fur 
Mer,  and  the  many  jftriking  circumfiiances  of  his  delivering  a 
foreign  lady  of  twins,  but  they  were  willing  to  fix  on  this  perfon, 
pointed  out  by  the  French  witnefles,  as  the  real  accoucheur  of 
lady  Jane. — The  purfuers  on  the  other  hand  endeavour  to  (how 
from  fir  John  Stewart’s  declaration,  that  this  La  Marre,  who 
praCtifed  at  Paris,  could  not  be  the  perfon  defcribed  by  fir  John 
Stewart.  And  fecondly,  that,  independently  of  the  difcrepancies 
between  the  two,  he  could  not  be  the  accoucheur  of  lady  Jane. 

We  have  therefore  two  fubjedts  of  enquiry. 

ifi:.  We  mufi  learn,  what  reafon  there  is  to  believe,  that 
Lewis  Pierre  de  La  Marre  was  the  accoucheur  of  lady  Jane. 

2d.  We  mufi:  examine  fir  John  Stewart’s  declaration. 

SECT.  VIII. 

Of  the  French  accounts  of  Lewis  Pierre  de  La  Marre. 

There  are  but  two  witnefTes  in  procefs,  who  appear  to 
have  had  any  intimate  connedtion  with  this  Lewis  Pierre  de 
La  Marre.  They  are  Mr.  Menager  and  Mr.  Gilles.  We  have 
feen  an  example  of  Mr.  Gilles’s  falfehood  already ;  fo  that  Mr. 

Menager  is  in  fa<3:  the  only  credible  witnefs.  How  this  happened, 
may  be  guefiTed  from  a  fhort  account  of  the  conduct  of  the  parties,, 
before  thefe  gentlemen  made  their  depofitions. 

The  purfuers  agents  made  an  early  fearch  into  the  regiiler  of  D.  p,  305.F.. 

St.  Cofme :  they  there  found  a  perfon  of  the  name  of  Lewis 

Pierre 
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Pierre  La  Marre  licenfed  to  pradlife  chirurgie  in  the  year  1750  ; 
and  were  referred  to  MefT.  Menager  and  Gilles,  as  perfons  who 
could  give  them  information  about  Mr.  La  Marre.  Mr.  An¬ 
drew  Stuart  and  Mr.  Buhot  had  an  interview  with  thefe  gentle¬ 
men  in  Odlober  1762.  What  pafl:  at  that  interview  is  not  cer- 
D.  P.  68.D.  tainly  known.  Mr.  Menager  has  fworn,  that  he  told  Mr.  Stuart 
all  that  he  has  fince  depofed  j  and  that  Mr.  Gilles  related  the 
fame  circumftances.  Mr.  Gilles’s  depofition  is  very  different 
from  Mr.  Menager’s  3  and  he  alfo  has  fworn,  that  he  told  Mr. 

. —  74.A.  Stuart  in  the  conference  the  fame  that  he  has  lince  depofed  ;  and 
- 74- 1-  believes  that  Mr.  Menager  “  dit  quelque  chofe  de  plus.” 

Llad  Mr.  Gilles  really  told  Mr.  Stuart  what  he  has  fince  fworn, 
we  might  reafonably  have  expeded  to  fee  him  in  the  lift  of  the 
purfuers  witneffes ;  for  he  exprefly  con tradids  Mr.  Menager  in 
the  date,  and  endeavours  to  remove  the  whole  ftory  one  or  two 
years  before  lady  Jane’s  delivery. — On  the  contrary,  he  is  brought 
—  77.C.  as  a  witnefs  for  the  defender. — Mr.  Douglas’s  agents  retained  a 
full  convidion,  that  his  evidence  would  be  the  fame  as  Mr.  Me¬ 
nager’s,  till  the  very  moment  they  brought  him  into  this  procefs  : 
and  the  purfuers  agents  we  may  obferve,  after  they  had  received 
all  the  information  Mr.  Menager  and  Mr.  Gilles  could  give  them, 
knew  of  no  better  way  to  embarrafs  the  difpute,  than  by  pub- 
lifhing  the  name  of  La  Mart  inftead  of  La  Marre  :  which  fhews,  ' 
that  they  had  not  in  1763  any  idea  of  thofe  advantages,  they  have 
fince  endeavoured  to  gain  by  the  depofition  of  Mr.  Gilles. 

The  defender’s  agents  have  happily  preferved  the  anfwers 
which  Mr.  Gilles  gave  to  Mr.  Morand’s  queftions  j  an  account  of 
which  has  been  given  already.  Thefe  have  been  produced  in 
procefs.  The  purfuers  agents  complain  of  this  condud,  and  fay 
they  could  have  ferved  Mr.  Menager  in  the  fame  manner,  if  they 
would.  It  may  be  fo  ;  but  yet  we  muft  be  allowed  to  wonder  at 
this  fingular  mark  of  forbearance  in  thefe  gentlemen,  who  have 
introduced  fuch  a  number  of  fecond-hand  witneffes  to  report  the 
converfations  of  fir  John  Stewart,  lady  Jane,  and  Mrs.  Hewit. 
Certainly  as  the  cafe  appears  at  prefent  in  procefs,  Mr.  Menager 
ftands  uncontradided  :  and  Mr.  Gilles  is  convided  of  falfehood 
out  of  his  own  mouth. 

— —  66.  F.  But  the  purfuers  have  another  way  of  treating  ungracious  wit¬ 

neffes.  Mr.  Menager  was  examined  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Douglas 
in  Novernber  1764.I  At  that  time  he  underwent  a  very  long  crofs- 
examination  by  the  purfuers.  But  not  content  with  this,  they 
cite  him  again  on  the  i6th  and  17th  of  April  1765,  and  examine 
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him  on  a  variety  of  trifling  and  uninterefling  circumflances  flngly 
calculated  to  involve  him  in  contradictions.  In  this  whole  depo- 
fi tion,  which  takes  up  fourteen  pages  in  the  printed  copy  of  the 
proof,  there  is  hardly  a  Angle  circumftance  of  which  any  ufe  has 
been  made,  or  can  be  made  in  this  procels.  The  learned  memo- 
rialift  has  charged  him  with  two  contradictions ;  but,  fuch  as  they 
are,  they  are  both  found  in  his  flrfl;  depofltion.  In  (hort,  no  wit- 
nefs  in  the  whole  procefs  has  ftood  his  ground  better  than  Mr. 

Menager  :  and  all  that  the  purfuers  can  fay  juftly  againfl;  him, 
amounts  to  no  more,  than  that  he  fwears  under  a  full  conviction,* 
that  the  delivery,  about  which  he  depofes,  was  the  delivery  of 
lady  Jane  Douglas. 

It  is  time  to  hear  him  fpeak. 

Mr.  Menager  depofes,  “  *  Qu’il  fe  fouvient,  que  le  lieu r  La  D. P.67. a. 
“  Marre  dit  a  lui  depofant,  ainfl  qua  Mr.  Gilles  &,  a  ce  qu’il 
“  croit,  au  lieur  Mellet,  qu’on  lui  avoit  annonce  une  dame  etran-  - ^7* 

gere,  qui  devoit  venir  a  Paris  pour  accoucher ;  qu’il  feroit 
**  fort  aife,  que  le  depofant  lui-meme  afliflat  a  cet  accouchement, 

“  qui  pourroit  etre  dangeroux,  attendu  I’age  avance  de  la  dana^e ; 

“  que  le  depofant  ne  s’efl:  point  trouve  a  cet  accouchement,  mais 

que  depuis  le  Sieur  de  La  Marre  lui  a  dit,  que  la  dame 
“  etoit  accouchee  de  deux  jumeaux  males  j  qu’il  peut  y  avoir 
“  16  ou  17  ans  de  cet  evenement,  le  depofant  ne  s’en  fouve - 67. c. 

nant  pas  precifement.”  [Mr.  Menager  has  obferved  in  his  p.p.  ^36.  a. 
fubfequent  depofltion,  that  he  was  with  the  army  in  the  year 
1747,  and  confequently  that  this  converfation  with  La  Marre  was 
certainly  after  his  return  in  174^.]  He  proceeds,  “  Qu’il  D.P.67.C. 
“  croit  fe  rappeller,  que  ce  fut  vers  le  fin  du  printems,  ou  dans  le 
**  mois  de  Juin  ou  de  Juillet  ;  que  le  fieur  de  La  Marre  n’a  point 
**  dit  au  depofant,  de  quel  pais  venoit  cette  dame,  mais  feulemcnt 
“  qu’elle  venoit  de  tres  loin,  &  d’outre-mer,  &  en  dernier  lieu 
**  de  Rheims.”* — He  then  relates  what  he  knew  of  Mad.  Le  Brun, 


•  “  That  he  remembers,  that  Mr.  La  Marre  told  to  him,  as  well  as  to  Mr.  Gilles,  and  as  he 
“  believes  to  Mr,  Mellet,  that  a  foreign  lady  was  recommended  to  him,  who  was  to  come  to 
“  Paris  to  lie  in  ;  that  he  Ihould  be  very  glad  if  he,  the  deponent,  would  affill  him  at  the 
“  delivery,  which  might  be  dangerous  in  refpe<^  to  the  lady’s  advanced  age  ;  that  he 
“  was  not  prefent  at  the  delivery,  but  that  Mr.  de  LaMarj-e  fince  told  him,  that  the  lady  was 
“  delivered  of  male  twins  j  and  that  it  is  about  fixteen  or  feventeen  years  fince  this  event 
happened ;  he  does  not  remember  the  year  particularly.” 

f  “  He  believes  he  recollefts,  that  it  was  about  the  end  of  the  fpring,  or  in  the  month  of 
June  or  July  ;  that  Mr.  La  Marre  did  not  tell  him,  from  what  country  the  lady  came,  but 
“  only  that  fhe  came  from  afar,  and  beyond  fea,  and  in  the  laft  place  from  Rheims.” 

P  which 
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D.  P.68.  A.  which  has  been  quoted  already  ^  and  proceeds,  **  *  Que  le  Sieur 
‘‘  de  La  Marre  a  dit  a  lui,  depofant,  qu’on  avoit  confie  a  fes  foins 
un  des  enfans  de  la  dite  dame  etrangere ;  qu’il  I’avoit  mis  en 
“  nourrice  aux  environs  de  Paris,  vers  Belleville,  on  Menil- 
68.  B.  rnontant,  &  qu’il  en  attendoit  un  grand  avantage;  que  le  Sieur 
“  de  La  Marre  a  parle  de  cette  dame,  qu’il  avoit  accouchee,  comme 

- 68.  c.  “  d’une  dame  d’une  grand  maifon,  fans  lui  dire  le  nom  ;  qu’il 

“  a  dit,  que  Tun  des  deux  enfans  jumeaux  etoit  delicat,  &  que  ce 
“  fut  vraifemblabiement  celui  qui  refta  a  Paris,  &  qui  fut  conde 
a  fes  foins.” 

Mr.  Gilles’s  anfwer  to  Morand’s  quedions  is  in  thefe  words  : 

- 83.  c.  “  -f*  Que  le  Sieur  La  Marre  a  avoue  a  Monf  Gilles,  qu’il  devoit 

“  accoucher  une  dame  etrangere,  qui  pourroit  lui  faire  fa  fortune,. 
“  &  qu’il  I’avoit  accouchee  de  deux  enfans  ;  que  le  dit  La  Marre 
a  compte,  qii  il  avoit  foin  d  un  enfant  qui  etoit  au  M^enil-mon— 
'  83.  D.  “  tant. — Monl.  Gilles  f^ait,  que  la  dame  eft  accouchee  chez  la 

“  dame  Le  Brun  de  deux  enfans,  felon  ce  qu’a  dit  le  Sieur  de  La 
**  Marre  dans  le  terns.” 

^  It  is  remarkable,  that  Mr.  Gilles  was  the  firfl  perfon  who  men.* 
tiohed  the  twins  in  the  converfation  with  Mr.  Moreau:  the  queftion 
is  fingly  about  the  delivery :  and  that  he  remembers pofitively  the  de¬ 
livery  at  Le  Brun’s,  which  Mr.  Menager  does  not.— -When  this  ac¬ 
count  came  hrfl  to  the  ears  of  the  defender’s  agents  at  Paris,  it  was 
fcarce  poffible  for  them  to  refrain  from  applying  it  to  the  delivery  of* 
lady  Jane.  There  is  fuch  a  variety  of  flriking  particulars  in  the  ac¬ 
count  of  Meif.  Menager  and  Gilles,  as  were  never  likely  to  be  true 
of  any  two  women  fince  the  French  language  was  firil  fpoken ;  and 
all  of  them  entirely  applicable  to  the  cafe  of  lady  Jane,  except  the 
trifling  circumllance  mentioned  by  Mr.  Menager,  that  La  Marre 
was  befpoke  before  the  lady  came  to  Paris ;  which  of  itfelf  is 
certainly  infufficient  to  overturn  the  credit  due  to  all  the  red.  of 
the  account. 


•  “  That  Mr.  La  Marre  told  hfra,  the  deponent,  that  one  of  the  children  of  the  faid  lady 
committed  to  his  care  ;  and  that  he  had  put  it  out  to  nurfe  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Pa- 
ns,  towards  Belleville  or  Menilmontant,  and  that  he  expe^ed  great  advantage  from  this 
“  afl-air ;  that  La  Marre  fpoke  of  the  lady  he  had  delivered  as  a  lady  of  a  great  family  with 
“  out  mentioning  the  name;  that  he  told  him,  one  of  the  two  twins  was  delicate  and  that 
It  was  probably  he,  who  remained  at  Paris,  and  was  committed  to  his  care.”^  ’ 

t  /‘  That  Mr.  La  Marre  owned  to  him,  that  he  was  to  bring  a  foreign  lady  to  bed,  who 
might  make  ms  fortune  ;  and  that  he  had  brought  her  to  bed  of  two  children :  and  that 

“  of  a  child,  who  was  at  Menilmonant 

- - fr/:  f  "O'VS,  that  the  lady  was  delivered  in  the  houfe  of  Mad.  Le  Brun  of  two 

♦'  children,  according  to  what  Mr.  La  Marre  faid  at  the  time.” 
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The  only  objection  of  confequence,  which  the  purfuers  me- Mem.  pt.^ 
morialift  makes  to  the  application  of  this  ftory  to  lady  Jane,  re-  P- 
lates  to  the  time.  Mr.  Menager  has  given  a  very  good  reafon, 
why  this  tranfadion  could  not  be  in  the  year  1747  ;  and  he  is 
fure  it  was  in  1748  :  bi^t  it  appears  by  this  depofition,  and  by 
thofe  of  the  other  gentlemen,  that  La  Marre  once  made  mention 
of  a  delivery  in  the  chambre  de  garde  at  the  hotel  Dieu,  in  the 
prefence  of  Meff.  Menager,  Gilles,  Mellet,  and  others.  Thefe  gen¬ 
tlemen  had  all  left  the  chambre  de  garde  in  1747;  and  it  does  not 
appear,  that  they  ever  met  together  in  any  one  place  after  they 
had  left  the  hofpital.  In  anfwer  to  this  it  fhould  be  obferved, 
that  none  of  thefe  gentlemen  (except  Mr.  Gilles,  who  has  been 
pleafed  to  forget  all  he  once  faid)  know  any  of  the  particulars 
of  the  delivery  mentioned  by  Mr.  Menager.  They  only  remem¬ 
ber,  that  La  Marre  once  told  them,  that  he  was  befpoke  for  a 
delivery,  and  defired  their  afliftance,  if  it  was  wanted  ;  and  this 
affiftance  was  afked  in  fo  flight  a  manner,  that  he  never  men¬ 
tioned  to  any  one  of  them  the  place  where  the  lady  lodged. 

Cafes  of  lying-in- women  were  the  frequent  fubjects  of  conver-  P.  P.402.1 
ration  among  thefe  young  accoucheurs.  It  does  not  appear  from 
the  depofitions  of  Mefl*.  Mellet  and  Cocquerel,  that  what  they  fay 
relates  to  one  and  the  fame  converfation  ;  much  lefs  that  this  con- 
verfation  applies  to  the  lady,  of  whom  Mr.  Menager,  and  Mr. 

Gilles  formerly,  have  given  fuch  a  diftind  account  :  nor  is  it  any 
derogation  from  the  general  credit  due  to  the  teftimony  of  Mr. 

Menager  to  fuppofe,  that  he  may  have  referred  to  a  converfation, 
which  does  not  belong  to  the  cafe  he  defcribes. — This  fuppofitioii 
will  relieve  his  account  from  the  only  circumdanee,  which  does 
not  ftridly  and  properly  belong  to  lady  Jane.  Nothing  is  fo  re¬ 
volting  to  humanity,  or  perplexing  to  a  mind  defirous  of  difco- 
vering  truth,  as  to  find  grofs  miftakes  publiihed  under  the  fanc- 
tion  of  refpedable  authority.  In  Almon’s  book  page  {a)  109 
we  read,  that  Menager’s  ftory  is  in  point  of  time  clearly  long 
prior  to  lady  Jane’s  delivery  j  and  is  fixed  to  have  been  in  the 
year  1747*  And  a  fubfequent  orator  page  {F)  175  r^p^^ts  tne 
fame  obfervation,  and  quotes  Mr.  Gilles  to  prove,  that  Dr.  Me¬ 
nager  was  with  the  army  in  174^*  Mr.  Gilles,  as  bad  as  he  ap¬ 
pears,  never  faid  any  fuch  thing.  Mr.  Anderfon  knows  he  never 
did;  and  has  foftened  this  hardy  expreffion  at  page  121  of  his 
book  ;  we  are  there  told  only,  “  that  there  is  alfo  fome  reafon  to 
believe,  that  Menager  was  himfelf  with  the  army  at  the  pe- 


(a)  Lord  Prefident. 


(h)  Lord  Barjarg. 
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“  riod  affigned  for  lady  Jane’s  delivery.”  It  muft  be  owned* 
the  conduct  of  thefe  publifhers  is  very  extraordinary.  The  daring 
pen  of  Mr.  Almon’s  amanuenfis  ventures  to  abufe  the  public  for 
ibme  time  with  an  imaginary  flate  of  fails  :  from  thefe  fads  he 
reafoned  right.  Mr.  Anderfon  comes  after  him  ;  and  though  this 
gentleman  mufl  be  confidered  as  having  tacitly  acknowledged  the 
falfehood  of  all  the  quotations  he  fupprelTed,  yet  with  equal  in¬ 
trepidity  he  prefents  his  reader  with  the  fame  logical  conclulions 
which  Mr.  Almon  had  drawn,  though  he  exhibits  only  a  bare 
hypothecs  in  fupport  of  them.— -Mr.  Menager  was  at  the  army 
in  1747?  and  at  home  in  1748. 

However,  the  date  of  this  extraordinary  delivery  does  not 
depend  upon  Mr.  Menager  alone,  or  the  other  gentlemen  of 
the  chambre  de  garde.  Mad.  Granet,  fifler-in-law  to  Mr.  La 
D.P.113.D.  Marre,  depofes,  “  *  Qq’aiant  ete  un  fois  promener  avec  le  dit  Sieur 
“  de  La  Marre,  qui  etoit  alors  marie  avec  la  foeur  de  ladepofante,  il 
quitta  la  depofante  ;  &  lui  dit,  Attendez  moi  j  je  vais  voir  un  en- 
“  fant,  qiii  fera  un  jour  un  des  plus  riches  de  fon  royaume,  dont  je 
“  vais  payer  le  mois.”  Mr.  La  Marre  was  married  in  1747. 

This  is  further  corroborated  by  Mr.  Simoneau,  who  depofes, 
that  La  IVIarre  told  him,  that  he  had  brought  to-bed  a  foreign 
lady,  for  which  he  had  been  well  paid  j  and  that  he  then  lived 
in  the  rue  St.  Anne,  Bute  St.  Roche ;  which  he  did  not  do,  till 
he  had  left  the  hotel  Dieu. 


©.P.1028.  F.  Marre,  the  widow  of  Mr.  Lewis  Pierre  de  La  Marre, 

was  fummoned  by  an  huiffier  of  the  parliament  of  Paris  to  bring 
the  legifler  of  her  hulband  s  accouchements  :  fhe  anfwered,  that 
her  hulband  kept  none  ;  but  told  the  huiffier,  that  after  her  huf- 
band’s  death  ffie  burnt  feveral  ufelefs  papers,  “  dans  les  quelles  il 
etoit  quedion  du  nom  de  Stewart  3”  and  that  her  Mer  Granet 
knew,  that  her  huffiand  had  the  care  of  a  child  at  nurfe,  ‘‘  qui 
“  feroit  ^plus  riche  que  tout  fon  royaume.”— This  lady  has  fince 
afted  fuch  a  double  part,  that  neither  fide  have  thought  it  expe¬ 
dient  to  fummon  her  as  a  witnefs  in  this  procefs  :  yet  it  appears 
from  Mad.  Granet  s  depofition  juft  quoted,  that  there  was  Ibme 
truth  in  what  ffie  told  the  huiffier. 

Mr.  Menager,  we  have  feen,  remembers  that  one  of  the  chil¬ 
dren,  of  whom  he  fpeaks,  was  at  nurfe  “  vers  Belleville  ou  Me- 


.  been  once  to  take  a  walk  with  Mr.  La  Marre,  who  was  then  married  to 

deponent,  and  faid  to  her.  Wait  here  for  me  ;  I  am  goinc.  to  fee  a 
eoin  kingdom  j  whofe  nurfe’s  month  I  am 


nil-montant 
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nil-montant  In  the  next  part  we  fliall  fee,  that  La  Marre 
had  a  child  at  nurfe  under  his  care  in  that  quarter  j  not  in  the 
year  1746,  but  in  the  years  1748  and  1749. 

A  fingular  cootradicfiion  runs  through  feveral  pages  of  Mr.  An- 
derfon’s  book,  under  the  name  of  the  perfon  laft  quoted.  He  be¬ 
gins  with  much  affedtation  of  candour,  and  fays  at  p.  118,  “  The 
“  evidence  of  Menager  and  Gamier  I  cannot  difbelieve,  in  fo  far 
“  as  they  prove  the  exiftence  of  Lewis  Pierre  de  La  Marre.”  And 
then  he  argues  in  the  following  pages,  that  the  delivery,  of  which 
the  French  witneffes  fpeak,  was  in  1747.  This  is  to  reafon  with¬ 
out  refledlion  ;  for  if  there  is  one  fyllable  of  truth  m  Mad.  Gar- 
nier’s  depoiition,  her  ftory  muft  relate  to  the  child  whom  (he 
fuckled  with  the  milk  of  her  fon  Jerome ;  and  the  parifli  regift’er 
of  the  child’s  birth  fixes  the  fadf  to  the  year  1748. — Mr.  Ander- 
fon  feems  to  have  intended  this  fpeech  for  the  particular  amufe- 
ment  of  his  readers:  at  page  128  there  is  a  grave  remark  on 
lady  Jane’s  extravagance,  who  is  faid  to  have  enquired  whether  ' 

Sir  John  had  got  Mrs.  Hewit’s  fpediacles  fet  in  filver,  at  a  time 
they  were  in  want  of  money.  Unluckily  the  word  fet  in  lady 
Jane’s  letter  is  not  a  verb  but  a  participle:  the  pafiage  is  this;  D.  P.844, 
“  Mrs.  Hewit  begs  to  know,  if  you  have  got  her  fpedtacles  fet  in 
“  filver,  which  fhe  got  from  Mrs.  Cockburn,  thinking  perhaps 
“  you  might  by  chance  have  taken  them  in  place  of  your  own.” 

If  the  whole  of  the  French  depofitions  are  confidered  with^ 
out  reference  to  any  other,  there  is  undoubtedly  the  greatefit 
probability,  that  the  lady  and  twins  defcribed  fo  particularly  by 
Mr.  Menager  and  Mr.  Gilles  were  really  lady  Jane  and  her 
children. 

The  perfon  and  circumfiances  of  Mr.  Lewis  Pierre  de  La  Marre 
remain  ftill  to  be  mentioned.  They  have  been  deferred  to  this 
place,  that  they  might  be  the  nearer  to  Sir  John  Stewart’s  account  ^ 
of  Pierre  La  Marre,  with  which  they  muft  be  compared. 

Mr.  Mellet  defcribes  Mr.  La  Marre  in  thefe  words  :  ^  “  II  p. P.405. 
“  etoit  d’une  moienne  taille,  aflez  plein  de  vifage,  portant  or- 

dinairement  un  perruque  nouee,  et  quelque  fois  perruque  a 
“  bonnet.”  And  Mr.  Potron,  f  “  qu’il  etoit  d’une  taille  moienne  d.  p.  52. 
“  et  mince,  autant  que  le  depofant  fe  rappelle,  et  qu’il  avoit  les 

*  “  That  he  was  of  a  raiddlin.g  fize,  pretty  full-faced,  and  wore  ordinarily  a  knotted  wig, 

**  and  fometiroes  a  round  wig.”  • 

f  “  That  he  was  of  a  middling  fize  and  thin,  fo  fui’  .as  the  deponent  can  recolleft,  and 

had  black  eye- brows,” 

four- 


no 
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‘‘  Tourcils  nolrs.*’— It  appears  from  Mr.  La  Marre’s  book  in  pro- 
cefs,  that  he  was  connected  with  a  Mr.  Fontaine.  As  no  ex- 
trad:s  from  the  book  are  printed,  the  writer  of  thefe  papers  is 
obliged  to  refer  to  the  defender’s  memorial  :  in  the  fame  place 
he  alfo  reads,  that  a  colonel  Fontaine  died  at  the  hofpitai  des 
Invalides  in  Paris  1761. 

de  La  Marre  was  born  at  Montreuil  fur  Mer 
kp.  186.1.  January  31ft  1711.  He  came  to  Paris  in  1730,  where  he  con- 
188. H.  tinued  to  the  time  of  his  death.  He  was  firil;  employed  under 
his  uncle,  a  barber,  and  placed  in  1734  as  apprentice  chirurgieil 
to  one  Mr.  Menjon,  with  whom  he  continued  five  years ;  from 
D.  P.  125.  E.  thence  he  went  and  fludied  chirurgie  at  the  hotel  Dieu,  where 
9^'^’  he  remained  till  December  1746.  He  was  a  man  of  4ill  and 
underfiianding  in  the  profefiion  of  midwifery.  He  married  No- 

Jie  was  admitted  a  privileged  furgeon  at 
D.k305.E.  St.  Come  in  1750  ;  and  died  May  15th,  .1753. 

53*- 
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Of  the  Scotch  account  of  Fier re  La  Marre, 


P.P.254. 1. 


255. F. 


Decl.  7.  E. 


'^HE  next  point  to  be  examined  is  the  account  given  of  Mr. 

La  iVIarre  by  hirs.  Hevvit  and  lir  John  Stewart. 

Mrs.  Hewit  knows  very  little  about  him  :  Ihe  fays,  that  he  was 
a  middle-fized  man,  black  and  grim,  and  lean  or  thin  :  nor  can 
^e  fay  what  age  he  was  ;  nor  does  llie  know  where  he  lived  in 
Laris ;  nor  had  (he  any  converfation  with  lady  Jane  concernine 
the  man-mid  wife  prior  to  the  delivery.  That  to  the  beft  of 
her  knowledge  he  was  a  married  man  ;  at  leaft  Ihe  thinks  fir  John 
Stewart  faid  fo  to  her  about  the  time  of  the  delivery.  All  this 
applies  perfeaiy  well  to  the  Pierre  La  Marre  defcribed  by  Mr 
Potron.— Sir  John  Stewart  too  fays,  that  Mr.  La  Marre  was  not 

fo  tall  as  the  declarant,,  of  a  thin  make,  and  of  a  dark  com- 
plexion. 


Decl.6,B,c.  Sir  John  is  alked.  Who  was  the  man-midwife  that  delivered 
lady  Jane,  and  in  what  part  of  the  town  did  he  refide  His  an- 
Iwer  is,  that  Pierre  La  Marre  was  the  man-midwife.  Declares 
that  in  the  year  1721  _  the  declarant  palfed  the  winter  at  Lie^e  • 
and  by  the  means  of  an  old  acquaintance,  colonel  Fontaine^ 
became  acquainted  with  Pierre  La  Marre,  a  Walloon,  as  he  be¬ 
lieves  ;  and  who  then  faid,  to  the  b?ft  of  the  declarant’s  remem- 
brance,  that  he  bad  been  furgeon  to  a- Walloon  regiment.  That 

thefirlt  time  the  declarant  was  at  Paris,  as  already  declared,  (this 

firil 


Ill 


Sec^.  9.  of  Pierre  La  Marre* 

firft  journey  is  dated  in  June  1748,  when  fir  John  was  not  at 
Paris,  and  has  plainly  taken  place  in  his  difturbed  memory,  in- 
ftead  of  his  return  from  Damartin  in  Auguft,  which  he  had  then 
totally  forgot)  accidentally  walking  in  the  Thuilleries  he  met 
with  Pierre  La  Marre,  with  whom  he  had  been  very  intimately 
acquainted  (as  is  faid)  at  Liege  :  and  it  occurred  to  him,  that 
this  was  a  good  opportunity  of  being  ferved  cheaper,  than  by  fee¬ 
ing  a  firft- rate  man-midwife  at  Paris;  as  Pierre  La  Marre  had 
told  him,  that  having  been  called  up  upon  an  “  affaire  epineufe,’* 
he  believed  he  would  continue  fome  time  at  Paris.  That  Pierre 
La  Marre  declined  however  to  acquaint  the  declarant  where  be 
lodged,  which  in  the  declarant’s  apprehenfion  proceeded  Trom 
the  reafon  he  had  formerly  given  of  his  coming  to  Paris  :  but 
Pierre  La  Marre  told  him,  that  at  certain  times  he  fhould  be  found 
at  the  Thuilleries,  or  at  the  Luxembourg.  That  the  declarant 
often  met  with  Pierre  La  Marre  at  Pelletier’s  cofFee-houfe,  and 
at  a  tavern  called  the  Source  de  Bourgogne  :  and  that  he  is 
perfuaded  Mr.  Pelletier,  who  is  probably  alive,  as  he  was  in 
the  year  1748  a  young  man,  will  remember  feeing  the  de¬ 
clarant  and  Pierre  La  Marre  together.  Declares,  that  in  his 
apprehenfion  Pierre  La  Marre  was  about  lixty. — In  the  fe- Decr.7.^; 
quel  fir  John  enters  into  a  very  minute  and  unnecefTary  ac¬ 
count  of  the  manner  in  which  he  met  La  Marre,  when  he 
wanted  him.  La  Marre,  who  at  firff  refufed  to  tell  him  where  P.P.  246.  ei 
he  lodged,  was  afterwards  prevailed  to  tell  him  ;  as  fir  John  re¬ 
collected  at  his  fecond  examination.  All  the  following  circum- 
Itances  mentioned  by  fir  John  are  foreign  to  our  prefent  fubjeCt. 

In  confirmation  of  fome  part  of  what  fir  John  declares,  there 
appears  in  procefs  a  minute  of  converfation,  which  fir  John  Stew-  — —  9* 
art  had,, with  Mrs  Napier  in  1756.  In  this  paper  mention  is 
made  off  colonel  Fontaine,  ocuHft  to  the  invalids,  and  Mr.  La 
Marre,  Walloon  furgeon  of  a  regiment  feveral  years» 

SECT.  X. 

Comparifon  of  the  two  accounts  oj  Mr »  La  Marre 

IN  thefe  two  accounts  of  Mr.  La  Marre  feverally  brought  before 
the  court  on  the  credit  of  the  French  chirurgiens  and  La 
Marre’s  book  on  the  one  hand,  and  of  fir  John  Stewart  and  Mrs. 

Hewit  on  the  other,  there  arc  fome  points  of  agreement,  and 
fome  of  difference. 

The  defeription  of  the  perfon  of  Mr.  La  MaiTC,  a  mariied 

man,  is  the  fame  in  both  :  and  it  is  remarkable,  that  this  is  all 

that  Mrs.  Hewit  undertakes  to  remember  about  Mr.  La  Marre. 

Mr. 


I  I  2 
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Mr.  Lewis  Pierre  de  La  Marre  was  connected  with  a  Mr.  Fontaine 
and  a  Mad.  Le  Brun  :  a  colonel  Fontaine  and  a  Mad.  Le  Brun 
are  referred  to  by  fir  John  Stewart,  in  his  account  of  the  accou¬ 
cheur  of  lady  Jane.  Unhappily,  Mad.  Le  Brun  is  not  found, 
and  colonel  Fontaine  of  the  Invalides,  and  Pelletier  are  both  dead. 
— All  and  every  one  of  the  circumftances  of  the  delivery,  and  the 
fending  one  of  the  children  to  nurfe,  are  minutely  the  fame  in 
the  accounts  of  the  French  witnelTes,  as  in  the  prior  depofitions 
of  fir  John  Stew^art  and  Mrs.  Flewit. — Mr.  La  Marre  is  known 
to  fome  of  the  witnelTes  by  the  name  of  Pierre,  to  none  by  the 
name  of  Lewis. 

Other  circumftances  of  the  age,  country,  and  refidence  of  Mr. 
La  Marre  are  different.  Mr.  Lewis  Pierre  La  Marre  was  born  at 
Montreuil  fur  Mer  i  he  was  only  ten  years  old  in  1721  j  was  never 
chirurgeon  to  any  regiment  ;  he  had  a  fixed  refidence  at  Paris  in 
1748  ;  and  never  travelled  out  of  France. — Pierre  La  Marre  de- 
feribed  by  fir  John  was,  as  he  believed,  a  Walloon  by  birth  ;  was 
a  man  in  1721,  and  had  then  been  furgeon  to  a  Walloon  regi¬ 
ment  j  came  to  Paris  in  the  year  1748  on  an  affaire  epineufe. 
It  ftiould  be  obferved,  that  fir  John  Stewart  mentions  La  Marre’s 
being  a  Walloon  and  furgeon  to  a  regiment  in  fo  indeterminate  a 
manner,  that  no  kind  of  ftrefs  ought  to  be  laid  on  what  he  there 
fays.  It  is  a  very  fruitlefs  attempt  to  reconcile  contradidions. 
It  is  plain  there  muft  be  fome  miftakes  in  one  or  other  of  thefe 
accounts  j  or  that  they  are  diftind  and  feparate,  and  relate  to 
two  different  perfons  of  the  name  of  La  Marre. 

The  purfuers  agents  can  read  nothing  but  perjury  in  the  depo¬ 
fitions  of  the  defender’s  witnelfes  j  which  affords  an  obvious  pre- 
fumptive  argument,  that  they  know  of  little  truth  in  thofe  of 
their  own. — They  cannot  however  be  allowed  to  infer  the  falfe- 
hood  of  one  of  thefe  accounts  even  from  acknowledged  falfhood 
in  the  other. — Meff.  Menager  and  Gilles  are  entirely  diftind  per- 
fonages  from  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit.  Nor  can  it  be  fuppofed, 
that  fir  John  had  peeped  into  Lewis  Pierre  de  La  Marre’s  pocket- 
book,  when' he  gave  the  names  of  Fontaine  and  Le  Brun  in  1756 
to  Mrs.  Napier.  The  French  and  Scotch  depofitions  muft  each 
of  them  ftand  or  fall  by  their  own  refpedive  merit :  and  we  muft 
look  for  truth,  where  we  can  find  it. 

It  is  time  now  to  begin  our  remarks. 

I  ft.  There  does  not  appear  any  poftible  reafbn  to  miftruft  the 
jFrench  account  either  of  perjury,  or  miftake.  The  age,  country, 
and  employment  of  Mr.  Lewis  Pierre  de  La  Marre  are  proved  by 

records 
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records. — His  acquaintance  with  Mr.  Fontaine  appears  under  his 
own  hand-writing  in  his  book.  Mr.  Menager  is  knov/n  by 
almoft  all  the  French  witnefles  to  have  been  the  moft  intimate 
friend  of  Mr.  La  Marre.  Either  popular  belief,  or  fome  afiured 
intelligence,  pointed  out  that  gentleman  and  Mr.  Gilles  to  Mr. 
Andrew  Stuart  in  1762  ;  and  made  him  defire  to  have  a  confer¬ 
ence  with  them.  At  that  time  Mr.  Menager’s  account  was  fup- 
portedby  Mr.  Gilles  :  and  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  parted  from  them 
in  the  perfuafion,  that  Mr.  Lewis  Pierre  de  La  Marre  was  the 
real  or  reputed  accoucheur  of  lady  Jane.— -The  Scotch  were  made 
to  believe  his  name  was  La  Mart. — Mr.  Menager  has  been  more 
flri<flly  examined  than  any  foreign  witnefs  in  the  procefs  3  and 
nothing  has  appeared  to  his  difhonour.  We  have  feen  what  fort 
of  perfons  Gilles  and  Francois  de  La  Marre  are  ;  and  there  is 
little  honour  to  be  got  by  quoting  their  negative  teftimony. 


2d.  There  is  no  mark  of  wilful  perjury  in  the  account  of  fir 
John  Stewart.  He  is  afked,  In  what  part  of  the  town  the  man- 
midwife  refided  ?  In  reply  to  this  plain  queftion,  which  might  have 
been  anfwered  in  four  words,  hs  did  not  rcwembcr ,  he  runs  out 
into  a  long  and  tedious  explanation  of  the  manner  in  which  he 
became  firft  acquainted  with  Mr.  La  Marre,  of  Mr.  La  Marre  s 
country  and  employments,  his  bufinefs  at  Paris,  and  the  rpotives 
which  engaged  him,  the  declarant,  to  employ  him.  He  put  his 
memory  to  the  utmoft  ftretch  to  recollea:  every  circumftance, 
which  he  ever  heard,  or  which  he  barely  believed  about  Pierre  La 
Marre  :  and  leaves  nothing  unfaid,  which  might  lead  to  a  difcovery 
of  this  perfon.— This  furely  is  not  the  language  of  confcious  guilt. 
A  man,  who  had  every  thing  to  conceal,  would  never  let  his  an- 
fwer  out-run  the  queftion  ;  he  would  think  it  time  enough  to  tell 
the  truth,  when  it  was  afked. 

But  there  is  certainly  reafon  to  charge  fir  John’s  declaration 
with  very  great  inaccuracy  and  inconfideration.  Excepting  a  very 
few  interefting  points  relating  to  lady  Jane  and  the  children, 
there  is  fcarce  any  thing  diftin(5tly  told  \  yet  not  one  of  his  mif- 
takes  lies  under  the  leaft  fufpicion  of  defign,  except  his  hiftory  of 
La  Marre  ;  and  if  mere  want  of  reflection  will  be  allowed  the 
fource  of  all  the  reft,  why  muft  we  refort  to  a  new  principle  for 
the  folution  of  this  ? 


Sir  John  Stewart’s  declaration  was  taken  haftily,  in  a  manner 
never  in  ufe,  but  when  a  witnefs  is  fecreting  himfelf  from  the 
court.  Sir  John  was  indeed  leaving  Scotland ;  but  he  was  not 
running  away  from  juftice,  but  running  to  it ;  and  going 
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defend  himfelf  at  Paris,  where  the  attack  began  almoft  at  the  very 
time  he  was  fummoned  to  appear  before  the  Court  of  Seffion  :  and 
by  an  unprecedented  proditution  of  public  juftice  he  was  required 
to  defv^nd  his  life  at  Pans,  and  the  whole  fortune  and  very  name 
of  his  child  at  Edinburgh,  on  one  and  the  fame  day.  Yet  every 
one  knows,  and  this  very  declaration  is  certainly  a  frelh  proof 
that  he  was  little  able  to  defend  himfelf  any  where.— He  \vas  fo 
deaf,  that  the  court  was  obliged  to  Ihow  him  the  interrogatories 
in  writing  :  he  was  fo  blind,  that  he  could  not  fee  that  La  Marre’s 
letters  are  all  written  in  the  fame  hand. — Forty-feven  numbered 
interrogatories  were  produced  to  him,  which  contain  a  hundred  and 
twenty  diftind  queflions.  Three,  and  fometimes  four,  queftions  are 
alked  at  once  ;  a  method  wonderfully  calculated  to  lead  a  talkative 
old  man,  of  feventy-four  years  of  age,  into  confufion  and  milfake. 
In  many  places  he  anfwered  more  than  the  queftions  required  : 
and  then  the  purfuers  were  permitted  to  form  a  frefh  recruit  of 
mterrogatories  from  fuch  points,  as  fir  John’s  previous  anfwers 
had  fuggefted  to  them.— All  this  palTed,  before  the  defender’s 
lawyers  were  intruded  in  any  one  article  of  the  procefs  ;  before 
the  purfuers  had  given  any  condefcendance  of  fadts  j  and  indeed 
before  they  knew  themfelves,  what  they  meant  to  prove,  or  had 
any  one  witnefs  ready,  except  Duruifl'eau.— The  old  gentleman 
was  jealous  of  his  honour,  afraid  to  betray  his  want  of  memory 
and  fell  into  the  fnare.  There  are  few  of  his  anfwers,  but  what 
contain  fome  remains  of  truth,  fufficient  to  ihow,  that  he  had  been 
once  well  acquainted  with  the  points  on  which  he  fpeaks  :  and 
the  purfuers  are  much  more  obliged  to  him,  than  to  Mr.  Andrew 
Stuart  for  difcoveries.  But  all  he  fays  is  generally  fo  confufed 
with  wrong  dates,  and  perverted  by  miftake  of  perfons  and  places 
as  to  afford  little  certain  information  j  and  to  fubjed  him  to  con- 
tradidiori  from  every  quarter. 

N.  . 

Such  is  the  compofition,  which  the  purfuers  afFed  to  call  the 
whole  proof  of  the  birth  of  Mr.  Douglas.  They  make  their 
itrongeir  attack  upon  it,  and  fuppofe  that  the  defender  mufi  main¬ 
tain  every  article  of  it,  or  give  up  his  caufe.  Some  of  the  learned 
in  Almon’s  book  have  even  gone  fo  far  as  to  fay,  that  after  this 
declaration  is  given  up,  the  father’s  acknowledgment  of  his  child 
can  no  longer  be  of  any  weight.  And  one  of  the  fpeakers,  who 
according  to  Mr.  Almon,  had  founded  his  judgment  on  the  res 
gefta  or  condua  of  the  parties,  is  made  by  Mr.  Anderfon  to 
change  the  ground  of  his  opinion  entirely,  and  to  avow,  that  it 
remains  for  him  to  weigh  the  evidence,  and  to  fay  whether  he 
can,  or  cannot,  alTent  to  the  whole  of  the  propofitions  contained 
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in  fir  John  Stewart’s  declar.-ition.  If  this  doctrine  prevails,  happy 
are  the  children,  whofe  parents  die  young  :  for  daily  experience 
fliows  us  inftances  of  perfons,  who  live  many  years  in  a  total 
oblivion  of  the  moft  interefting  tranfaftions  of  their  lives,  and  can 
give  no  other  proof  of  their  children’s  birth,  than  their  parental 
fondnefs  and  affeaion ;  an  affedtion  which  fir  John  Stewart  un¬ 
doubtedly  Ihowed  to  Mr.  Douglas  to  the  laft  moment  of  his 

life. 

Some  one  has  obferved  in  Almon’s  book,  that  though  a  defea 
of  memory  might  prevent  fir  John  from  declaring  the  foth,  it 
could  never  lead  him  to  invent  a  circumftantiate  fallhood.  1  his 
is  very  true :  but  with  fubmiffion,  there  is  no  invention  in  this 
cafe.  A  defeft  of  memory  does  often  occafion  the  application  ot 
a  real  faft  to  a  wrong  perfon,  time,  or  place  :  every  day’s  ex¬ 
perience  convinces  us  of  this  i  and  there  are  many  itnking  in¬ 
ftances  of  it  in  this  procefs.  Lady  Rutledge  certainly  faw  lady  ' 

Jane  and  her  children  j  but  it  was  at  Dunkirk,  not  at  Rheims. 

■  Abbe  O’Neil  vifited  fome  ftrangers  at  his  return  from  the  Jefuit’s 
dinner  on  December  ad,  1749  ;  but  thofe  ftrangers  were  not  fir 
John  Stewart  and  lady  Jane.  The  writers  of  the  learned  fpceches  in 
Almon  and  Anderfon’s  books,  which  have  been  confulted  for  thefe 
papers,  may  flatter  themfelves,  that  many  fads,  which  they  affert, 
are  to  be  found  in  the  proof ;  when  they  exift  only  in  the  purfuers 
memorial :  and  fir  John  Stewart  probably  has  blended  the  hiftory  ot 
fome  other  acquaintance  with  the  proper  account  of  Mr  La  Marre. 

S  E  C’  T.  XL 
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HE  whole  of  this  difpute  about  La  Marre  is  reducible  to 
—  the  following  dilemma.  Either  we  muft  make  fome  cir- 
cumftances  in  fir  John’s  declaration  fubmit  to  the  diftind  and  de¬ 
terminate  evidence  of  the  French  witneffes  j  or  we  mull  fuppole 
a  feparate  La  Marre,  accoucheur,  a  little,  black,  married  man, 
connedted  with  a  Mad.  Le  Brun  and  a  Mr.  Fontaine.  We  mull 
fuppofe  another  foreign  lady,  who  came  to  Pans  by  the  way  ot 
Rheims  in  the  month  of  June  or  July  ;  was  delivered  of  two  boys 
by  this  Mr.  La  Marre,  in  the  houfe  of  Mad.  Le  ^  ^ 

child  at  nurfe  under  the  care  of  the  man-midwife  j  and  did  every 
thing,  which  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit  have  uniformly  declared 
was  done  by  lady  Jane  with  the  alTillance  of  Mr.  Pierre  La  Marre 
and  his  Mad.  Le  Brun,  in  July  1748*  Strange  and  incredible  as 

0^2  this 
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this  lafl  fuppofition  is,  the  writer  of  thefe  papers  will  for  a  mo¬ 
ment  admit  it ;  and  proceed  to  confider,  what  muft  be  the  confe- 
quence,  if  there  are  two  Pierre  La  Marres. 

Each  of  thefe  perfons  has  a  certain  claim  to  be  thought  the  ac¬ 
coucheur  of  lady  Jane  Douglas  :  the  firft,  becaufe  he  is  defcribed 
by  fir  John  Stewart;  the  next,  becaufe  he  has  delivered  a  lady  in 
every  refpeit  the  perfedl  image  of  lady  Jane.  The  defender  is 
neither  obliged  by  law,  nor  encouraged  by  expedience,  to  deter- 
inine  their  refpedlive  pretenfions ;  he  is  allowed  to  ftate  them  for 
the  judgment  of  the  court. 

I.  The  French  evidence  being  removed  as  inapplicable  to  the 
caufe,  hr  John  s  account  of  Mr.  La  Marre  ftands  uncontroverted, 
and  even  uncontradidted. — He  always  named  a  gentleman,  called 
La  Mane,  as  the  accoucheur  of  his  lady.  He  appealed  to  colonel 
r ontaine  in  17^6,  when  colonel  Fontaine  was  alive,  and  dwelling 
at  tne  Invalides  ;  and  to  Mr.  Pelletier  in  1762,  whom  he  believed 
to  be  alive,  as  he  was  a  young  man  in  1748.  He  has  told  a  va^ 
riety  of  pai  ticulars  relative  to  this  perfon  ;  and  fliewn  a  great  de- 
hre  to  difeover  him,  but  without  fuccefs.  And  thus  Mr.  Douglas 
IS  deprived  of  the  tedimony  of  Mr.  La  Marre ;  but  he  has  dill 
fufficient  proof  of  his  birth.  He  has  brought  many  witnedes  to 
the  pregnancy  and  recovery  of  lady  Jane ;  and  two,  his  father  and 
Mrs.  Hewit,  to  the  delivery ;  both  of  them  highly  credible  and 
unfufpedted  witneffes.  Mrs.  Hewit’s  midakes  are  mere  trides  i 
and  fir  John  s  midakes,  though  very  numerous,  are  plainly  with¬ 
out  defign,  and  of  no  confequence..  Even  the  four  letters,  of 
which  fo  much  has  been  written,  may  be,  what  dr  John  fays 
he  thinks  they  are,,  of  the  contents  of  letters  of  thefe  dates  y  which  he 
received  from  Pierre  La  Marre.  So  that  had  the  defender  never 

came  in  fight  of  Mr.  La  Marre,  he  could  certainly  have  doi>e 
very  well  without  him. 

'  John  Stewarts  declaration  is  abandoned,  the  evidence 

of  the  French  witnedes  remains  without  a  rival.  We  have  there 
fuA  a  clear  and  diftindt  detail  of  the  circumftances  of  lady  lane’s 
delivery  by  perfons  of  the  names  of  Pierre  La  Marre  and  Le 
Brun  and  of  the  nurfing  of  the  younger  child,  as  can  fcarce  pof-  ' 

womM  ;  and  ftrikes  the  mind  with  an 
irreliitible  convidtion,  that  the  perfons  here  difeovered  are  the  real 
accoucheur  and  landlady  of  lady  Jane. 

A  fpeaker  *  in  Almon  s  book  (page  93.)  is  made  to  fay  on  this, 
occauon,  “  Strange  indeed,  that  the  acknowledgment  of  the  pa- 

(fi)  LordPrefident.. 
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“  rents  (hould  be  pleaded  by  the  fon,  and  yet  that  that  fon  lliould 
“  tell  the  court,  that  his  father  has  told  falfhoods.”  And  another  -f* 
is  faid,  page  i8?,  to  have  added,  “  This  whole  account  given 
“  by  fir  John  the  defender  now  gives  up  :  but  can  he  give  it  up, 

“  wichout  giving  up  the  caufe  ?” 

The  writer  of  thefe  papers  does  not  believe,  that  the  defender 
has  told  the  court,  that  his  father  has  told  falfhoods,  or  that  he 
ever  meant  to  give  him  up.  Sir  John  Stewart  has  not  deferved 
this  ufage  of  him,  nor  does  felf-defence  require  it.  The  defender 
may  have  owned  to  the  court,  that  there  are  miftakes  in  lir  John  s 
*  declaration  5  for  all  the  world  knows  they  are  very  numerous .  but 
miftakes  are  not  fahhoods,  unlefs  they  are  wilfully  intended. 
The  counfel  for  Mr.  Douglas  may  probably  have  obferved,  that 
certain  perfons  were  determined  right  or  wrong  to  believe  nothing, 
which  fir  John  Stewart  has  faid  :  and  they  did  well  to  tell  fuch 
perfons,  that  they  ought  to  believe  Mr.  Menager  and  Mr,  Gilles, 
becaufe  there  is  no  ground  for  rejeding  the  teftimony  of  fir  John 
Stewart,  except  the  depolitions  of  Mr.  Menager  and  the  anfwers 
of  Mr.  Gilles.  Thofe,  who  refufe  to  liften  to  the  French  wit- 
nelfes,  can  never  give  an  honed  reafon,  why  they  refufe  to  believe 
fir  John.  But  then  thofe,  who  believe  that  fir  John  Stewart,  the 
father  of  Mr.  Douglas,  has  told  wilful  fahhoods  upon  the  credit 
of  the  difcoveries  made  at  Paris,  mud  confider  thefe  difcoveries  t& 
be  fuch  as,  joined  to  the  other  proofs,  would  be  fudicient  to  con¬ 
firm  Mr.  Douglas  in  the  podeffion  of  his  edate,  even  though  hk 
parents  had  been  unnatural,  and  had  given  him  up.  The  de¬ 
fender  defires  only,  that  thefe  gentlemen  would  choofe  their 
ground,  and  he  is  ready  to  edablidi  the  truth  of  his  birth  either 
with  or  without  the  evidence  of  fir  John  Stewart. 

To  conclude  this  head  with  what  feems  to  recommend  itfelf  the 
mod  to  common  fenfe.  Mr.  Lewis  Pierre  de  La  Marre  of  Mon- 
treuil  fur  Mer,  and  Mr.  Pierre  La  Marre  mentioned  by  fir  John. 
Stewart,  agree  in  fo  many  points  of  importance,  that  it  is  fcaice 
poflible  to  believe  that  they  are  different  men.  Their  names,, 
perfons,  conditions,  profeffions,  and  connexions  as  far  as  known, 
are  one  and  the  fame.  And  certainly  Mr.  Menager  s  account  of 
the  foreign  lady  differs  in  nothing  from  the  account  of  lady  Jane.. 
Sir  John  entered  voluntarily  into  the  detail  of  the  manner  in 
which  he  became  acquainted  with  La  Marre,  and  has  dated  it 
fome  years  too  early.  The  other  circumdances,^  which  he  men¬ 
tions,  defei'YC  no  more  credit  than  what  the  witnefs  gives  them 

(a.)  Lord  Alemcor. 


himfelL 
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himfelf.  They  are  what  he  believes,  not  what  he  knows.  The 
accounts,  which  the  French  witnefles  give  of  their  Pierre  de  La 
'  Marre,  make  it  very  credible  that  he  might  have  reafon  to  con¬ 
ceal  himfelf,  at  the  time  fir  John  hrd:  faw  him.  All  this  part  is 
only  prefumptive  evidence  in  this  procefs.  The  pofitive  proof  of 
the  pregnancy  of  lady  Jane,  and  the  birth  of  Mr.  Douglas,  may 
,  undoubtedly  be  affifted  by  the  truth  of  it  :  but  cannot  be  hurt  by 
its  deficiency.  Of  all  the  fuppofitions  framed  on  this  fubjedt, 
that  of  the  purfuers  is  certainly  the  mofl:  incredible  j  that  Menager 
has  been  bribed  by  the  defender’s  people  :  becaufe  Mr.  Menager 
is  without  exception  the  mofi:  embarraffing  witnefs,  who  has  been, 
produced  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Douglas. 


SECT.  XII. 


Of  the  difcovery  of  nurfe  Gamier, 


TWTR.  Menager  firfi:  fuggefied  the  fearch  for  Sholto’s  nurfe  about 
D. P.269. B.  Belleville  and  Menilmontant.  Dr.  Cotterel  the  curate  of 
St.  Laurence  was  the  firfi:  perfon  engaged  in  this  enquiry,  in 
fpring  i763.  A  woman,  Roufielet,  was  fufpeded  to  have  been 
Sholto’s  nurfe  :  and  the  dodtor  was  charged  with  a  number  of 
written  quefiions  (among  which  there  was  mention  of  Mr.  La 
Marre  accoucheur  and  the  twins)  which  he  was  defired  to  piit  to 
269.  D.  Mad.  Rouficlet.  He  foon  found  by  this  woman’s  anfwers  that  fiie 
was  not  the  nurfe  he  wanted,  and  difmified  her. 


P.  P.  448.  D.  Mad.  Rouflelet  was  not  acquainted  with  Mad.  Gamier  in  1 748 3 
their  intimacy  began  about  1755  or  1756,  when  they  be4me 

- 448.  G.  neighbours.  She  remembers  however,  that  Mad.  Gamier  had 

often  told  her  fomething  about  a  child  fiie  had  formerly  nurfed, 
which  was  brought  to  her  by  torch-light  at  eight  o’clock  in  the 

- 449. A.  evening;  that  two  gentlemen  came  to  fee  the  child;  and  that 

when  the  child  was  taken  away,  fiie  was  told,  “  *  qu’il  ne  devoit 
— 450-d-f.  “  pas  refier  a  Paris,  mais  aller  plus  loin.”  Mad.  Roufielet  fays, 
that  file  happened  to  meet  her  friend  Gamier  the  fame  day  fiie 
had  been  with  Dr.  Cotterel ;  and  upon  telling  her  what  had 
paired  with  the  curate,  ‘‘  f  Alors  Mad.  Gamier  lui  demanda,  fi 
‘‘  elle  ne  fe  fouvenoit  pas  d’un  enfant  qu’elle  avoit  nourri,  &  dont 
‘‘  elle  avoit  parle  a  la  depofante,  il  y  a  plufieurs  annees .?  Qu’a 


U 


•  “  That  he  was  not  to  remain  at  Paris,  but  to  go  further  ofF.” 

^  Mad.  Gamier  aflced  her ,  if  ihe  did  not  remember  a  child  which  Ihe  nurfed,  of 

which  (he  fpoke  to  the  deponent  feveral  years  ago  ?  And  on  this  occafion  Mad.  Gar- 
nier  added,  that  ihe  had  kept  this  child  eighteen  months.” 


cette 
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“  cette  occafion  la  ^ame  Gamier  ajouta,  qu  elle  avoit  garde  cet 

enfant  18  mois.”  Mad.  Gamier  relates  this  converfation  with  P.P.446.C. 

feme  variation  of  circumftances. 

The  purfuers  memorialift  infinuates,  that  Mad.  Gamier  learnt 
from  Mad.  Rouffelet  all  the  circumftances  relative  to  Pierre  La 
Marre,  which  Ihe  has  fince  depofed  :  but  we  fhould  obferve,  that 
Mad.  Rouffelet  remembers  to  have  heard  long  before,  that  the 
child'  was  a  foreign  child,  and  vifited  by  foreigners  ;  which  is  one 
of  the  moft  material  points. 

Mad.  Gamier  muft  have  aded  a  flrange  part,  if  fhe  had  adopted 
a  ftory  which  did  not  belong  to  her,  without  the  knowledge  of 

her  hulband  or  any  of  her  neighbours  ;  but  her  condud  is  very  _ 

eafy  and  natural,  on  the  fuppofition  that  fhe  fpoke  truth.  Thefirfl  45®**^ 
remark  was  fcarce  out  of  her  mouth,  when  fhe  refleded,  and  de- 
fired  not  to  be  known.  Nay,  two  or  three  days  after,  when  Mad. 

Gamier  had  confulted  her  hufband  and  friends,  and  JVIad.  Rouffelet 

came  to  fetch  her  by  .order  of  a  gentleman  named  Fleffelles,  fhe  re- _ 

mained  in  the  fame  mind  y  and  would  not  go  till  Mr.  Flefielles 
had  fent  his  own  fervant  for  her. 

It  was  thus  the  flory  of  Mad.  Gamier  came  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  defender.  She  tells  her  ftory  uniformly  and  confiftently. 

And  though  the  purfuers,  not  content  with  her  firft  account, 
have  thought  fit  to  re-examine  her  a  fecond  time  for  many  hours, 
they  have  not  been  able  to  charge  her  with  any  abfurdities.  ^  She 
fometimes  remembers  a  converfation,  which  the  other  party  in  the 
converfation  has  forgot ;  and  fometimes  forgets  what  the  other  re¬ 
members.  And  thus  we  have  in  this,  as  in  all  other  cafes,  the 
negative  teftimony  of  one  witnefs  oppofed  to  the  pofitive  tefti- 
mony  of  another.  And  this  is  the  only  defe(5t,  with  which  the 

account  is  chargeable. 

The  purfuers  do  not  attempt  to  fhew  whofe  child  it  was  which 
fhe  nurfed,  or  produce  any  other  alibi,  than  the  ftory  of  Sanry  & 
child,  which  we  have  feen  bears  a  falfe  date.  The  defender  would 
prove-that  Mad.  Gamier  was  Sholto’s  nurfe  :  ift,  from  fome  cir¬ 
cumftances  in  her  ftory,  which  he  thinks  can  relate  to  none  but 
Sholto.  2dly,  From  the  coincidence  of  time. 


SECT. 
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Of  the  Child  whom  Mad.  Gamier  nurfed.  AlT.  III. 

SECT.  Xlir. 

Of  the  child,  whom  Mad.  Gamier  nurfed. 

Gamier  depofes,  that  fhe  nurfed  a  new-born  child 
very  weak  and  delicate,  with  the  milk  of  her  fon  Jerome  • 
that  (he  received  this  child  from  Mr.  Pierre  La  Marre,  who  brought 
It  to  her  late  in  the  evening,  in  a  coach,  by  torch-light ;  that  he 
was  accompanied  by  an  aged  lady,  who  did  not  get  out  of  the 
coach  j  that  having  remarked  the  weaknefs  of  the  child  to  Mr, 
La  Marre,  he  told  her  £he  need  not  be  furprifed  at  that,  as  it 
was  a  twin,  the  other  twin  being  alfo  a  boy;  that  Mr.  La  Marre 
hired  her  two  or  three  days  before  the  child  was  brought ;  that 
•  two  foreign  gentlemen,  one  of  whom  Ihe  took  to  be  the  father 

u  M  j  twice  ;  that  Ihe  fufped:ed  it  to  be  an 

Lngkih  child  by  Its  linen  ;  that  Mr.  La  Marre  came  by  himfelf 
to  take  away  the  child  in  an  afternoon  j  and  that  Mr.  La  Marre 
himfelf  came  regularly  to  pay  her  months,  and  never  fent  a  wo¬ 
man  ;  that  the  child  could  not  fpeak  when  he  was  taken  away. 

^  Thefe  feem  to  be  the  moft  material  circumftances  in  Mad.  Gar- 
nier  s  long  depofition.  She  does  not  undertake  to  defcribe  Mr.  La 
Marre,  or  the  gentleman  who  came  to  fee  the  child. 

„  is  a  day-labourer,  was  always  out;  he  agrees 

with  his  wife  m  the  defcnption  of  the  child;  fays  he  never^faw 
Ml.  La  Marre  or  the  gentleman  ;  but  relates  moft  of  the  circum- 
ftances,  as  he  heard  them  from  his  wife,  at  the  time  they  hap¬ 
pened  ;  fays,  his  wife  told  him  fometimes,  that  it  was  Mr.  La 
Marre,  who  had  been  to  pay  her  month  ;  and  fometimes,  that  it 

was  a  lady ;  and  that  the  child  was  a  fair  child  ;  but  he  does  not 
remember  the  colour  of  his  eyes. 

Gamier  i^TyTs'*  Th  intimate  acquaintance  of  Mad. 

oarnier  in  1748.  She  confirms  every  part  of  Mad.  Garnier’s  de- 

D.^i^c.  po  ition  from  her  own  knowledge,  and  adds,  Mr.  La  Marre  ap- 

•  peared  to  be  about  40  years  old,  and  that  the  gentleman  »  ♦  droit 

‘‘un  grand  &  bd  homme,  qui  luy  paroiflbit  avoir  environ  50  ans  " 
bhe  fays  the  child  was  brown. 

Mad  Hercheman,  Mr.  Garnier’s  fifter,  who  lived  in  the  fame 
houfe,  but  did  not  board  with  Mad.  Gamier,  is  a  witnefs,  of  whmn 
the  pifuers  make  great  life.  She  remembers  nothing  of  La  Marre 
or  the  twins,  or  the  foreigners.  Indeed  Ihe  knows  nothing  at  all 
of  the  matter  in  deuate.  But  what  Ihews,  that  her  negative  tefti- 

Was  a  tall  and  handfome  man,  who  appeared  to  her  to  be  about  fifty  of  age7 
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mony  is  of  no  kind  of  confequence,  is,  that  fhe  can  make  no  man-  D.  P.  uz.  a. 
ner  of  guefs  at  the  child’s  age,  when  he  was  brought ;  and  does 
not  know,  whether  he  was  weaned,  or  not,  when  he  was  taken  — .112.E. 
away.  Circumftances,  which  muft  have  come  to  he;  knowledge, 

if  {he  had  been  in  the  way  to  know  any  thing.  She  fays  how - nz.c. 

ever,  that  fhe  was  prefent  when  the  child  was  brought  j  and  that 
it  was  a  lady  alone,  who  brought  him.  This  may  be  eafiiy  reCon- 
ciled  to  Mad.  Garnier’s  account,  if  we  fuppofe,  that  Mad.  Hefche- 
man  did  not  come  to  the  door,  till  Mr.  La  Marre  and  the  child 
were  gone  into  the  houfe,  and  the  lady  left  in  the  coach  alone. 

She  %s  further,  that  the  fame  lady  came  to  pay  the  months. 

Mad.  Gamier  fays,  Mr.  La  Marre  came  always.  Mr.  Garnier 
fays,  it  was  fometimes  the  one,  fometimes  the  other.  This  is 
probably  the  exad  truth,  which  Mad.  Garnier  has  forgotten,  and 
Mad.  Hercheman  never  knew. 

SECT.  XIV. 

Of  the  Timet  at  which  Mad.  Garnier  nurfed  the  Child. 

Thus  far  the  prefumptive  proof  ftands  high  in  favour  of  the 
defender’s  hypothefis.  The  next  point  is  the  coincidence 
of  time.  Sholto  was  at  nurfe  from  the  nth  July  1748  to  the  Serv.p.3.^; 
14th  or  15th  November  1749,  between  fixteen  and  feventeen  ca-  — p.io8.A; 
lendar  months.  Mad.  Boucault  fays.  Mad.  Garnier  nurfed  the  D.  P.102,  g. 

child  fixteen  or  feventeen  months.  But  the  nurfe  herfelf,  and - -  104.  f. 

the  nurfe’shulband,  uniformly  perfift,  in  calling  the  time  eighteen  — 105.F.&C. 
months.  This  had  the  appearance  of  acontradidion,  but  is  really 
none,  when  we  refled,  that  all  nurfes  are  paid  every  four  weeks  i 
and  that  Sholto  was  adually  taken  from  liurfe,  according  to  the 
moft  accurate  account,  in  the  fourth  week  of  the  eighteenth  lunar 
month  after  the  nth  of  July  1748.  By  the  bye,  the  intrepid 
condud  of  the  poor  nurfe  and  her  hufband  in  the  point  juft  men¬ 
tioned  is  a  fufficient  juftification  of  them  from  the  charge  of 
perjury,  which  is  wantonly  thrown  out  agaihft  them  by  the  pur- 
fuers.  Had  they  meant  to  ferve  Mr.  Douglas,  they  could  not 
but  have  known  long  before  their  fecond  examination,  that  he 
would  have  wiftied,  that  they  had  concurred  in  the  fame  language 
with  their  neighbour  Boucault,  and  with  Mrs.  Hewit ;  yet  they 
obftinately  and  repeatedly  perfift  in  calling  the  time  eigh^en 
months.  They  are  more  diffident  on  the  following  point.  The 
circumftance  in  Mad.  Garnier’s  account,  which  difters  moft  from 

the  hiftory  of  Sholto,  is  in  the  date  of  the  tim’e  the  child  was  fent  — - 

R  to 
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D.P.  105.  B.  to  nurfe.  Mr.  Gamier,  and  his  wife,  and  all  the  neighbours  are 
clear,  that  the  child  was  nurfed  with  the  milk  of  their  Ton  Jerome. 

p.  P.  531.  Jerome  was  baptifed  according  to  the  parifh-regifter  on  March 

^•^3*  22d,  17483  and  confequently  was  not  four  months  old  till  the 

middle  of  July.  Both  Mad.  Gamier  and  her  hufband  feem  to  fay, 
that  he  was  fix  months,  or  fix  months  and  a  half  old,  when  he 
was  weaned  on  account  of  the  foreign  child,  which  was  then, 
brought  to  nurfe.  For  greater  accuracy  it  will  be  proper  to  quote 
their  words  at  length. 

D.  P.  102.  D.  Mad.  Gamier  fays,  ‘‘  Qu’elle  nc  fe  rappelle  point,  dans  qu  ell^ 
“  faifon  cet  enfant  fut  apporte  a  la  depofante,  mais  qu’elle  fait 
qu’alors  Jerome  avoit  fix  mois,  ou  fix  mois  6c  demi,  ne  pouvant 
le  dire  precifement.” 

P.P.441.H.  In  her  fecond  depofition  the  adds,  +  Qu’elle  a  dit  dans  fa 
premiere  depofition,  que  lorfque  La  Marre  la  chargea  du  nourrif- 
‘‘  fon  fufdit,  fon  enfant  Jerome  avoit  fix  mois,  ou  fix  mois  6c 
“  demi,  ne  pouvant  le  dire  precifement,  qu’elle  vient  de  dire  ci 
‘‘  defliis;  qu’elle  a  garde  6c  allaite  dans  fa  maifon  fon  dit  enfant 
‘‘  Jerome  pendant  7  ou  8  jours,  qu’elle  vient  de  dire  auffi  3 
qu’alors  elle  envoya  fon  dit  enfant  a  Belleville,  ou  il  refla  i  e 
‘‘  jours,  ou  3  femains,  plus  ou  moins  j  d’oii  il  s’enfuit,  que  quand 
Ion  dit  enfant  revint  de  Belleville  chez  elle,  6c  fut  entierement 
‘‘  fevre,  il  avoit  alors  fix  mois,  ou  fix  mois  6c  demi,  6c  7  ou 
8  jours,  6c  quinze  jours  o.u  trois  femaines,  plus  ou  moins.” 

D.P.103.E.  Mr.  Gamier  fays,  ‘‘  +  Que  ce  fut  vers  le  fin  de  I’ete,  ou  au 
commencement  de  1  automne,  qiielques  mois  phis  ou  moins y  que 
1  enfant  fut  apporte  chez  le  depolant.  Q^’il  ne  fe  rappelle  pas 
precifement  la  faifon,  oii  I’enfant  a  ete  rendu  ;  mais  croit  que  ce 
fut  vers  le  printems,  atteiidu  que  c’etoit  environ  dix  huit  mois 
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u  not  recollea,  in  what  feafon  of  the  year  the  child  was  brought  to  her 

but  that  flie  knows,  that  at  thjg  time  Jerome  was  fix  months  or  fix  months  and  a  half  old* 
not  being  able  to  tell  precifely.”  ^ 

t  “  That  file  faid  in  her  firft  depofition,  that  when  La  Marre  gave  her  the  child 
her  fon  Jerome  was  fix  months  or  fix  months  and  a  half  old,  or  thereabout  not  beint* 
able  to  tell  precifely,  as  flie  has  already  faid  ;  thatfiie  kept  and  nurfed  her  faid  child  Te? 
rome  in  her  houfe  feyen  or  eight  days^  as  fhe  has  alfo  faid  ;  then  (he  font  him  to  Belle¬ 
ville,  where  he  remained  fifteen  days  or  three  weeks,  more  or  lefs  ;  from  whence  it  fol- 
lovvs,  that  when  her  faid  child  Jerome  returned  from  Belleville  to  her  houfe,  and  was  en¬ 
tirely  weaned,  he  was  about  fix  months,  or  fix  months  and  a  half,  and  feven  or  eight  dav' 
and  fn'tcen  days  or  three  weeks,  more  or  lefs.”  ^  ° 

^  *7  about  the  end  of  fummer  or  beginning  of  harvefl 

Che  feafon  when  the  ch.ld  waa  given  back.  b„,  believea  it  was  about  ,he  {pTg.  f.MrZ 

“  that 


123 


Sec^.  14*  Mad.  Gamier  nurfed  the  CUld. 

apres  Tavoir  re^u  ;  que  lorfque  cet  enfant  fut  remis  a^  la  femme 
“  du  depofant,  leur  fils  Jerome  avoit  environ  fix  mois.  , 

In  his  fecond  depofition  he  adds,  Que  fon  fils  Jerome  avoit  p.p.  438.  c, 
“  6  mois  I  c  jours,  plus  ou  moins,  lorfque  fa  mere  1  a  fevre  pour 
“  prendre  le  dit  nourriffon ;  &  qu*a  cette  occafion  fon  fils  Jerome 

fut  envoye  a  Belleville.” 

If  any  one  is  defirous  to  fet  up  this  rough  guefs  of  Mr.  Gar- 
nier’s,  of  “  quelques  mois  plus  ou  moins,”  to  counterbdance  the 
many  llriking  circumftances  of  refemblance  between  this  chud 
and  kolto,  L  muft  be  left  to  think  for  himfelf.  One  may  wi(h 
to  remind  him  however,  that  the  Sanrys  are  niiftaken  more  than 
two  months  in  the  age  of  their  child,  at  the  time  they  loft  him  , 
and  that  thefe  people  appear  plainly  to  confound  the  time  mey  re¬ 
ceived  the  new  child,  with  the  time  their  own  fon  was  brought 

home  from  Belleville. 

Befides,  if  it  be  prefumed,  that  the  child  was  put  into  Mad. 

Garnier’s  hands  by  Mr.  Pierre  La  Marre  of  Montreuil  fur  Mer,  we 
may  be  allowed  to  fix  this  indeterminate  reckoning  by  the  teih- 
mony  of  Mr.  Menager,  who  fays,  the  delivery  of  which  he  fpeaks 
happened  in  June  or  July. 

SECT.  XV*. 


I 


Of  the  Scotch  accounts  of  S holt 0  and  Ins  Nurfe. 

T  is- time  to  turn  to  the  accounts,  which  Sir  John  Stewart  and 
--  Mrs.  Hewit  have  given  of  the  manner,  in  which  Sholto  was  lent 
to  nurfe,  and  taken  away.  It  is  unreafonable  to  exped  any  great 
precifion  in  fuch  trifles. 

But  1  ft,  It  would  be  unjuft  to  the  purfuers  to  fupprefs,  that 
fir  Tohn  Stewart  has  faid  in  his  declaration,  that  the  child  was  at 
nurfe  in  a  village  on  the  road  to  Amiens,  two  ox  three  leagues  itom 
Paris  As  favourable  as  this  circumftance  is  to  the  purfuers,  Decl.  5.0. 
their  raemorialift  would  not  let  it  pafs  without  an  omiffion  ;  and 
fir  John  is  made  to  fay,  that  the  child  was  fent  to  a  village  about  Mem.pt. 4th 

three  leagues  from  Paris. 


)ut  eighteen- months  after  having  receivecHt ; 
eir  fon  Jerome  was  about  fix  months  old. 


“  that  it  was  about  received  u  ;  and  when  the  child. warS  given' 

“  to  his  wife,  their 

♦  “  That  his  fon  Jerome  was  fix  months  and  fifteen  days  old,  more  or 
«  mother  weaned  him  in  order  to  take  the  faid  nurfery  ;  and  thaft  on  this  occanon  is 

“■  Jerome  was  fent  to  Belleville.” 

R  2 


*^4  Of  th  Scotch  Accounts  Aff.  III.  . 

It  would' be-  alio  unjuft  to  the  de^ndef  to  fupprefs,  as  the  pur- 
fuers  memorialift  has  done,  that  Sir  John  has  explained  this 
account' in  his  fubfcquent  depofition,  and  faid,  that  it  was,  hut  a 
little  diftajice  from- Paris;  and  that  the  whole  witnefles  %,  that 
lady  Jane  and  fir  Jphn  told  them,  at  Rheiras  in  the  year  lyls  and 
1749  that  the  child  was  left  at  nurfe  <•  aux  environs  de  Paris  ”  The 
writer  of  thefe  papers  has  explained  himfelf  fo  fully  on  the  fubjeft 
of  fir  John’s  declaration,  that  it  is  needlefs  to  add  any  thing  here. 

reipe^  tp  the  manner,,  in- which  Sholto  was  lent  to 
nurfe,  nr  John^  and  He.wit.  both  agree  in  the  moil  interefling 
Decl.  9.  B.  points,  ift,  Xhat  he  was.  fen t  out  the  day  after  his  birth  by  the 
Serv.  I..C.  advice  of  the  man-midv^ife  tp  a  nurfe,  whom  he  recommended. 

P.  P.  246.  B.  2dly,  That  he  was  fent  into  the  country  for  freOi  air,  being  very 
255.  c.  weak.  Whether* the  child  was  carried,  by  La  Marre.  and  a  wo¬ 
man,  or  whether  the  nurfe  came  to  fetch  the  child,  is  a,  point 
on  which  they  difagree,  Mrs.  He  wit  fays,  that  Sir  John  and  the 
man-midwife  went  to  the  country,  and  found  an  extreme  good 
nuife,  whorn  they  brought  to  Paris  along  with  them  ;  and  lady 
Jane  preffed  her  to  continue  and  nurfe  the  child  Sholto ;  but  fhe 
abfolutely  refufed  to  leave  her  own  houfe.  Lady  Jane  at  laft 
^reed  to  allow  her  to  carry  the  child  with  her  into  the  country. 

he  writer  of  thefe  papers  would  be  willing  to  pay  great  atten¬ 
tion  to  this  account  of  Mrs.  Hewit,  as  he  has  found  her  pretty 
accurate  in  what  relates  to  the  children,  if  there  were  not  two 
.  good  reafons  to  think  fhe  is  miftaken.  1  ft.  It  appears  by  her  let- 
tcr  of  July  22d,  that  fhe  'was  abroad  a  great  part  of  the  day, 
in  which  bliolto  was  fent  to  nurfe;  and  by  her  letter  of  July  26th 
that  fhe  was  often  out  till  they  got  nurfes;  fo  that  fhe  cannot  be 
fuppofed  to  J^eak^  from  her  own  knowledge.  2dly,  What  fhe 
here  fays  of  Sholto  s  nurfe  at  the  end  of  15  years,  agrees  very  well 
with  what  fhe  writes  at  the  time  about  Archibald’s  firft  nurfe  • 
fo  that  It  is  probable,  fhe  either  miftook  at  the  time,  or  has 

confounded  fince  what  lady  Jane  told  her  about  Archibald’s  nurfe 
with  the  hiftory  of  Sholto’s. 

3dly,  With  refpea;  to  the  manner,  in  which  the  child  was 
brought  away,  Mrs.  Hewit  knows  very  little,  only  that  fir  John 
and  the  man-midwife  proceeded  from  a  houfe,  where  lady  lane 
remained  fick,  and  returned  in  fome  hours  with  Sholto  and  the 
; — 247.  c.  nurfe.  >ir  John  fays,  that  when  he  and  Mr.  La  Marre  brought 
Sholto  from  the  village,  a  woman  came  along  to  the  houfe  where 
lady  Jane  had  been  left,  and  after  delivering  the  child,  immedi¬ 
ately 
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ately  went  away ;  but  whether  it  was  the  nurfe  herfelf,  or  ano¬ 
ther  woman^  this  deponent  does  not  remember.  So  that  Mrs. 

Hewit  is  fully  juftified,  though  it  flio'urd  be  found',  that  th'e  nurfe 
never  ftirred  out  of  her-  own  houfe.  Thefe,  and  other  little  dif¬ 
ferences,  are  of  fuch  a  nature  as  cannot  but  be  expedled.  They 
are  indeed  rather  a  proof  of  the  artl'efs  integrity  of  the'  \\)'itneires, 
than  a  ground  for  fuppohng  they  do  not  mea'n  the  fame  thing. 

By  fuch  criticifms  as  one  may  read  in  the  purfuers  memorial,  the“ 
writer  of  thefe  papers  would  undertake  to  prove,  that  &anry  lieveif 
loft  his  child,  and  that  fir  John  Stewart  W^s  never  at  T^ichel’s. 

Iti  (hort  this*  ftory,  as  told  by  Mad.  Gamier,  bears  a  ftriking, 
refemblance  to  the  hiftory  of  Sholto  :  it  cads  no  reflection  on  the 
teflimony  of  Mrs.  Hewit,,  and  furniflies  no  difgrace  to  the  de¬ 
cayed  memory  of  flr  John  Stewart;  and  it  is  equally  applicable  to* 

Mr.  La  Marre,  whether  we  take  our  information  concerning  him 
from  lir  John  Stewart  or  Mr.  Menager. 

Conclujion  to  the  Purfuers  third  ajfertion. 

To  conclude  this  third  aflfertion  with  one  general  remark  :  The 
purfuers  proof  of  the  non-exiftence  of  Pierre  La  Marre  and  IVIad. 

Le  Brun  is  abfolutely  defective  in  its  nature.  It  is  befides  redar¬ 
gued  by  the  defender,  who  has  fhewn  the  real  exiflence  of  a  IVIad. 

Le  Brun  by  pofitive  proof;  and  has  gone  far  to  afcertain  the  man- 
midwife  of  lady  Jane,  and  the  nurfe  of  Sholto.  Whether  he  has 
fucceeded  in  this  point  fo  entirely  as  might  be  wifhed,  the  writer 
of  thefe  papers  will  not  undertake  to  determine :  he  begs  leave 
only  to  obferve,  that  the  defenders  hypothefis  may  be  rendered 
fatisfaClory  by  the  fuppofition  only  of  a  few  miftakes  in  fome  of 
the  witneflfes ;  the  purfuers  hypothefis  cannot  Hand,  without  fup- 
pofing  feveral  perfons,  of  whom  we  know  no  ill,  to  be  perjured. 

In  all  they  have  faid,  Fran9ois  de  La  Marre  is  the  only  perfon  alive, 
who  has  pretended  to  know,  where  Mad.  Le  Brun  lived.  And  it 
appears,  that  he  has  endeavoured  to  ingratiate  himfelf  with  the 
purfuers  agents,  by  concealing  what  he  knew  about  her  from  the 
defender. 


CON- 
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ConclufioHi 

CONCLUSION  OF  THE  PURSUERS  POSITIVE  PROOF, 

To  fay  that  the  purfuers  have  proved  nothing  pofitively,  is 
not  fufficient  to  do  jufticc  to  the  defender.  A  very  flrong  pre- 
fumptive  argument  in  favour  of  the  defender  arifes  from  the  failure 
of  the  purfuers  proof.  The  advantages  they  have  received  from 
the  indulgence  of  courts  of  juftice  in  two  great  kingdoms,  are 
greater  than  were  ever  before  known  to  a  profecutor  in  a  private 
procefs  and  ought  in  common  fenfe,  and  according  to  the  com¬ 
mon  expectations  of  mankind,  to  have  produced  a  compleat  dif- 
covery  of  the  fraud,  if  any  fraud  had  been  committed.  What  fur« 
ther  advantages  they  have  carved  out  for  themfelves  in  the  courfe 
of  their  proof,  will  be  confidered  when  we  have  dated  the  defen¬ 
der  s  proof,  and  are  able  to  form  a  juft  eftimate  of  the  merit  of 
them  both. 


THE 


D  E  F  E  N  D  E  R’s 


POSITIVE  PROOF. 


T 


IntroduElion  to  the  Defender  s  Proof 

HIS  narration  is  very  obvioufly  divided  into  fix  difiindt 
parts,  or  periods. 


I.  FaBs  pt^evious  to  the  JirJl  obfer’dation  of  lady  fanes preg^ 
nancy. 

II.  An  account  of  the  pregnancy  from  November  1747  to  \th 
July  1748. 

III.  Of  the  refdence  at  Godefrots  and  he  BrurCs. 

■  IV.  An  account  of  lady  Janes  recovery  and  return  to  ‘Rhewis. 

V.  Incidents  which  happened  at  Rheims. 

VI,  Incidents  in  the  families  of  the  duke  of  Douglas  andfr  John 

Stewart t  till  the  proof  clofes. 


PART 


D  E  F  E  N  D  E  R’s  PROOF.  Part  I. 


P.  Mem.  p.i. 
D.  P,  434.  £. 


—  1002. A. B. 


P.P.33I.  H. 

- 374.  D. 


D.  p.  999,  b; 


- 447* G- 

f.  P.  337. I. 
• -  340. A. 


FACTS  PREVIOUS  TO  THE  FIRST  OBSERVATION 
OF  LADY  JANE’S  PREGNANCY. 

SECT.  I. 

OJ  lady  ’Jane  5  birth  and  marriage, 

The  late  duke  of  Douglas  and  lady  Jane  were  the  only  fur- 
vivipg  children  of  James  marquis  of  Douglas.  The  duke 
was  four  years  older  than  his  fifter.  In  1721  lady  Jane  went 

abroad  to  avoid  the  addrelTes  of  the  duke  of  B _ .  The  in- 

fult  offered  to  lady  Jane  by  her  intended  hufband  was  of  fuch  a 
nature,  that  the  duke  her  brother  thought  himfelf  obliged  to 
challenge  him  for  it.  The  duke  had  previous  to  this  incident, 
in  the  year  1718,  made  fettlements  in  favour  of  lady  Jane. 

In  1725  an  accident  happened  in  the  duke’s  family,  which 
obliged  him  to  apply  to  the  crown  for  a  pardon ;  affedled  his  mind 
tp  a  vpry  great  degree  y  and  occafioned  his  retirement  from  the 
world. 

About  1735  Mr.  White  of  Stockbriggs  gained  a  great  afeend- 
ant  in  the  duke’s  family.  In  1738  there  was  a  mifunderftanding 
between  the  duke  and  his  lifter,  which  arofe,  it  is  faid,  from 
the  duke’s  having  beat  a  fervant. 

In  1744  the  duke  revoked  the  fettlements  he  had  made  in  fa¬ 
vour  of  lady  Jane,  but  he  continued  to  allow  her  300 1:  per 
annum,  which  was  her  whole  fubliftence. 

On  the  4th  of  Auguft  1^746  colonel  John  Stewart  and  lady  Jane 
Douglas  were  married  by  Mr.  Robert  Keith,  in  the  prefence  of 
Mrs.  Helen  Hewit. 

Colonel  Stewart  was  in  his  fifty-eighth  year*  He  had  been 
formerly  married  to  a  lady  of  goodi  family  in  Scotland,  by 
whom  he  had  one  fon.  After  her  death  he  made  his  addre^es  to 
lady  Jane,  but  meeting  with  a  repul fe  he  went  abroad  for  fome 
time  :  upon  his  return  to  Scotland  he  renewed  his  addrefies  to 
lady  Jane  with  better  fuccefs.  His  perfon  was  tall  (near  fix  feet) 
and  graceful;  his  manner  chearful  and  engaging ;  his  condudl 
thoughtlefs,  and  inconfiderate.  At  the  time  of  his  marriage  he 
was  heit  in  tail  to  about  icool.  per  annum,  but  had  nothing  in 
pofleflion.  died  June  14th  1764. 


Lady 


Se6t.  2.  Of  Lady  Jane  s  Retreat  to  Holland  and  Utrecht. 

Lady  Jane  was  forty-eight  years  of  age.  She  Was  rather  little 
than  tall ;  thin  and  fair  j  graceful  and  noble  in  her  manner.  Every 
one  loved,  efteemed,  and  admired  her :  and  her  conducft  in  1721, 
and  in  this  inftance,  though  approved  by  none,  were  forgiven  by 
all,  but  lord  Mark  Kerr.- — That  (lie  was  at  this  time  capable  of 
bearing  children  is  attefted  by  Dr.  Eccles  her  phyfician,  Mrs. 
Fergufon  her  landrefs,  and  Margaret  Kerr  her  old  fervant. 

Mrs.  Hewit  was  five  or  fix  years  older  than  lady  Jane  :  her  per- 
fon  was  large,  tall,  and  mafculine.  She  is  reprefented  by  the 
purfuers,  more  particularly  in  their  French  papers,  as  a  wicked 
woman  ;  as  the  confidant  and  accomplice  of  Sir  John  Stewart  in 
all  the  bad  actions  they  are  pleafed  to  impute  to  him.  But  no¬ 
thing  of  this  appears  in  proof,  except  that  lady  Shaw  had  been 
told,  that  fhe  was  a  fufpe^led  Jacobite,  and  had  advifed  the  pre- 
fent  match.  She  had  no  particular  conned:ion  with  fir  John 
Stewart  j  file  was  bred  in  the  family  of  Douglas  ;  flie  had  been 
the  friend  of  the  late  marchionefs  of  Douglas,  and  continued  in- 
feparable  from  lady  Jane  through  all  her  diflreffes.  She  never 
received  any  thing  from  her,  but  on  the  contrary  contributed 
fomething  from  her  mite  to  the  prefiing  neceffities  of  lady  Jane 
and  her  children. — A  conduct,  which  is  very  far  from  diflionour- 
able.  Several  perfons  of  credit  fpeak  highly  of  her  charadfer. 
She  perfifted  uniformly  in  her  teflimony  to  the  birth  of  Mr. 
Douglas  till  her  death,  which  happened  2 2d  of  September  1766. 
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SECT.  II. 

Of  Lady  fanes  retreat  to  Holland  and  Utrecht. 

Many  reafons  fuggefl;  themfelves,  why  this  match  fliould  be 
difagreeable  to  the  duke  of  Douglas.  Among  the  refl  two 
are  very  obvious ;  colonel  Stewart’s  want  of  fortune,  and  his  po¬ 
litical  principles,  very  different  (it  is  faid)  from  thofe,  which  his 
grace  had  gratefully  adopted,  and  in  which  he  fledfaflly  perfevered. 

The  new-married  couple  feared  his  difpleafure,  and  retired  from 
it.  A  few  days  after  the  marriage  they  fet  out  from  Scotland  with 
an  intention  to  go  abroad.  They  met  at  Huntington,  and  pro¬ 
cured  a  pafs  from  the  Secretary  of  State’s  office  to  go  to  Holland, 
a  minute  of  which  is  entered  in  the  office,  and  contains  thefe 
words  :  “  Pafs  for  lady  Jane  Douglas  and  Mifs  Nelly  Hewit,  to-  p.p.  29.B, 
gether  with  their  domefHck^  /ames  Kerr  and  John  Douglas, 

Ifabel  Walker  and  Effy  Caw,  to  embark  at  Harwich,  and  to 
embark  within  fourteen  days,  over  to  Holland.  Dated  29th  of 
Auguft  1746.” 
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Of  Lady  fane's  Retreat 

The  perfons  here  called  James  Kerr  and  John  Douglas  were 
the  chevalier  James  Johnfton  and  colonel  Stewart.  This  was  a 
practice  well  known  at  Harwich  and  Helvoet.  In  time  of  war 
two  guineas  were  exad:ed  of  every  gentleman  as  a  fee  for  the  pafs  ; 
fo  that  fir  John  and  Mr.  Johnfton  faved  very  conliderably  by  paf- 
fing  themfelves  for  lady  Jane’s  domefticks. 

Mr.  Johnfton  was  a  fubjed  of  the  king’s,  either  then  in  the 
French  fervice,  or  going  into  [it and  might  have  reafons  for  re¬ 
taining  the  name  of  James  Kerr  through  the  voyage  as  he  fays 
he  did  :  but  this  is  falfely  referred  to  by  the  purfuers  as  a  proof, 
that  colonel  Stewart  kept  the  name  of  John  Douglas.  Of  this 
there  is  no  proof.  Lady  Jane  tells  Mrs.  Carfe,  that  fhe  took  the 
name  of  Grey  on  the  road  to  fave  expences  :  fhe  took  her  own 
name  to  procure  the  pafs  ;  and  the  giving  in  the  two*  gentlemen 
as  her  fervants,  ferved  as  well  to  fupport  her  dignity,  as  to  fave 
their  money.  It  is  certain,  that  Mr.  Stewart  appeared  as  a  gentle¬ 
man  aboard  the  packet,  for  the  mafter  called  him  colonel  Douglas. 
He  was  known  by  Mr.  Polfon,  an  old  acquaintance,  on  board  the 
packet,  and  refumed  his  own  name  [at  Rotterdam.  This  is  all 
the  hiffory  of  this  mighty  deceit. 

Mr.  Almon  has  made  one  of  his  fpeakers  {a)  (page  300)  cxprefs 
his  difbelief  of  Ifabel  Walker,  for  this,  among  other  whimfical 
reafons  :  ‘‘  becaufe  die  does  not  remember  any  thing  about  the 
“  chevalier  Johnfton,  though  he  went  over  in  lady  Jane’s  own 
“  company  in  the  packet-boat  to  Holland.”  This  fad  is  not 
quite  true.  Ifabel  Walker  does  remember  one  thing  about  the 
chevalier  Johnfton  :  fhe  remembers  his  vifits  at  the  Hague.  All 
that  file  fays  is,  that,  fo  far  as  fhe  remembers,  he  did  not  pafs  in 
the  packet,  though  he  might  be  there.  It  is  a  very  eafy  thing 
for  a  perfon  to  conceal  hirnfelf  aboard  the  packet  from  any  one  he 
has  a  mind  to  avoid.  Mr.  Johnfton  fays,  he  did  conceal  hirnfelf 
through  the  whole  voyage  under  the  name  of  James  Kerr,  a  me¬ 
nial  fervant ;  he  had  very  particular  reafons  for  doing  fo,  and  the 
maids  were  not  in  the  fecret.  Even  Mr.  Colvil  hirnfelf,  who 
was  fent  by  lady  Jane  for  the  pafs,  and  defired  by  her  ladyfhip  and 
Mrs.  Hewit  to  fend  James  Johnfton  down  to  Harwich,  was  never 
told,  that  Mr.  Johnfton  was  to  go  to  Holland,  nor  trufted  with  a 
fight  of  the  pafs  which  he  had  procured. 

The  company  went  diredly  to  the  Hague;  and  on  their  arrival 
lady  Jane  immediately  applied  to  Mr.  Trevor  to  procure  her  a 


(«)  Lord  Hailes. 


V, 


pafs 
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pafs  to  go  to  the  waters  of  Bourbon,  as  Hie  was  diverted  from  go¬ 
ing  according  to  her  firft  intention  to  Aix  la  Chapelle,  by  finding 
it  was  become  the  feat  of  the  war,  and  terrified  by  the  report  of 
conflant  robberies  committed  in  that  quarter.  Mr.  Trevor  wrote 
immediately  to  Mr.  Van  Oey,  the  Dutch  ambafTador  at  Paris  ; 
but  could  not  obtain  the  pafs,  that  was  defired.  Thefe  particulars 
are  found  in  a  letter  from  lady  Jane  to  Mrs.  Carfe,  dated  the  i8th 
of  Odtober  1746.  In  this  letter  flie  fays,  fhe  did  not  intend  to  flay  p.  p,  31.' 
long  at  the  Hague. 

However,  it  was  the  end  of  December  before  fhe  removed  to  - 

Utrecht.  The  reafon  affigned  for  this  change  was,  that  Utrecht - 35- f- 

is  higher  up  in  the  country,  and  lefs  damp  ;  and  die  intended  to 
flay  here  only  till  the  feafon  of  Aix  began.  Lady  Jane,  in  a  letter 
to  Mrs.  Carfe  dated  the  loth  February  1747,  denies  her  marriage, 
and  imputes  the  report  of  it,  which  prevailed  in  Scotland,  to  her 
coufin  Molly  Kerr,  lately  become  Mrs.  Stewart. 

At  Utrecht  lady  Jane  became  acquainted  with  the  late  lord 

Blantyre.  Her  marriage  was  concealed  as  much  as  poffible  5 - 3^3- c* 

though  the  fufpicion  became  very  flrong. 

Mad.  Negrette  has  mentioned,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  once  told  her, 
that  lady  Jane  had  a  mifcarriage  in  Holland;  and  that  fir  John  D. P.  38. a, 
was  afraid  fhe  would  have  no  children  after  it  :  but  no  circum- 
flances  or  fymptoms  of  this  mifcarriage  were  told  her.  Mrs. 

Hewit  fays  nothing  of  it ;  and  Ifabel  Walker  fays,  flie  knew  of - 368.  k. 

no  mifcarriage,  but  that  at  Rheims.  The  purfuers  infifl,  that 
Mrs.  Hewit  has  here  told  an  abfolute  falfhood  to  Mad.  Negrette. 

There  is  no  proof,  that  the  fadl  is  falfe,  and  Mad.  Negrette  is 
a  lady  of  a  moft  amiable  and  unfufpedled  charad:er.  It  may  have 
happened  however,  that  Mrs.  Hewit’s  Scotch  dialed:  might  em- 
barrafs  a  lady,  who  was  more  converfant  with  foreign  languages 
than  her  own;  and  that  Mad.  Negrette  has  taken  her  fauffe  couche 
from  Mrs.  Hewit’s  allufion  to  fome  other  diforder.  It  is  really  . 
pleafant  to  hear  the  purfuers  argument :  ‘‘  That  Mrs.  Hewit  en-  Mem.  pt  5. 
“  deavoured  to  fatisfy  Mad.  Negrette’s  doubts  about  the  reality  of  P-  4- 
‘‘  lady  Jane’s  pregnancy  by  telling  her,  that  lady  Jane  had  an 
“  accident  in  Holland,  from  whence  fir  John  concluded,  that 
‘‘  file  would  be  incapable  of  having  children  for  the  future.” 
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SECT.  III. 

Oflaady  'Jane's  rejidence  at  Aix. 

ABOUT  the  middle  of  April  1747  the  family  removed  to 
^  ^  Aix,  according  to  their  firfl  plan  j  and  on  the  26th  of  that 
month  entered  on  their  lodgings  with  Mad.  Tewis,  a  very  re- 
fpediable  woman,  who  had  the  heft  apartments  in  town,  and  v/as 
treated  by  the  perfons  who  lodged  with  her  as  a  gentlewoman* 
Lord  Blantyre  left  Aix  the  21ft  of  July  1747, 

Much  has  been  faid  by  the  purfuers  about  the  reference  made 
by  fir  John  Stewart,  Mrs.  Hewit,  and  Ifabel  Walker,  to,  the  late 
•lord  Blantyre  as  a  witnefs  of  the  pregnancy,  who  had  left  Aix 
before  the  pregnancy  commenced.  And  they  obferve  “  that  all 
thefe  fhould  have  fallen  into  the  fame  midake  is  fcarce  credible.” 
There  is.  no  occafion  to  conceive  it.  Mrs.  Hewit  and  Tibby 
Walker  are  fpeaking  generally  of  the  Britilh  perfons,  who  vifited 
lady  Jane  at  Aix,  among  whom  they  mention  lord  Blantyre  very' 
juftly.  It  is  more  natural,  to  conceive,  that  they  would  mention 
thefe  perfons  as  they  occurred  to  their  memories,  than  that  they 

Ihould  attend  to  a  drift  chronological  order,  which,  was  not  re¬ 
quired  of  them. 

Sir  John  Stewart’s  reference  in  his  letter  to  the  duchefs  of 
Douglas  plainly  appears  to  be  nothing  but  amidake.  ‘‘  He  de- 
dres  her  grace  to  caufe  enquire  what  the  late  lord  Blantyre  mud 
probably  have  told  his  mother  in  relation  of  lady  Jane’s  preg- 
‘‘nancy.”  He  does  not  defire  the  duchefs  to  believe  him,  but 
refers  to  lady  Blantyre  ;  from  whom  die  might  have  learnt,  if  die 

had  pleaded,  that  the  late  lord  Blantyre  had  faid  nothing  about- 
the  pregnancy.  ® 

On  the  loth  of  Augud  1747,  the  family  made  a  diort  excur- 
don  of  a  fortnight  to  Spa.  Sir  William  Stewart  and  his  lady  were 
there,  and  obferved  that  lady  Jane  looked  pale,  and  was  troubled 
with  dts  of  vomiting.  They  fay,  that  when  they  heard  of  the 
delivery  next  year  they  recollefted  thefe  dts  of  vomiting,  and 
imputed  them  to  the  pregnancy.  On  comparing  this  time  with 
the  delivery,  the  pregnancy  could  not  be  commenced,  when  lady 
Jane  was  at  Spa.  The  purfuers  make  great  ufe  of  lady  Stewart’s 
obdrvation  to  invalidate  the  proof  of  pregnancy  drawn  from  the 
dcknefs  and  vomning.  But  it  diould  be  remembered,  that  the 
hcknels  and  vomiting  are  never  urged  feparately  by  the  defender 

as 
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as  a  certain  mark,  but  only  as  one  of  thefe  five  marks,  which 
taken  collectively  form  a  certain  proof  of  pregnancy. 

At  their  return  to  Aix  they  lodged  fome  time  at  Mad.  Cham- 
pignois’,  and  did  not  go  to  their  old  apartments  at  Mad.  Tewis’s 
till  the  14th  of  September;  where  they  continued)  till  the  preg¬ 
nancy  was  obferved ;  and  nothing  pafl'ed,  but  a  negotiation  for  a 
loan  of  money,^  which  began  at  their  return  from  Spa. 

It  was  the  conflant  bufinefs  of  this-  unhappy  family  to  borrow  P.  P:  545- 
money.  On  the  25th  of  Auguftlady  Jane  writes  to  Mr.  William 
Robertfon  of  Edinburgh  for  150 1.  on  perfana-l  fecurity  ;  and  on 

the  6th  of  September  to  Mr.  Patrick  Haldane  for  200 1.  on  her -  537* 

bond  of  provision,  which  was  then  in  his  hands.  In  this  letter 
{he  mentions  her  defign  of  fpending  the'  winter  at  Bafeith,  where 
{he  might  have  the  free  exercife  of  the  proteflant  religion,  ar«  of 
trying  the  waters  of  Carlftad  in  Bohemia. 

Having  no  anfwer  to  her  fatisfaClion  from  thefe  gentlemen,  {he 

applied  on  the  loth  of  October  to  Mr.  Stewart  Mackenzie  for  200I.. - 

on  perfonal  fecurity ;  from  whom  {he  received  no  anfwer.  She 

therefore  tempted  Mr.  Robertfon  again  with  the  better  fecurity  of - 455- 

her  bond  of  provifion,  which  Mr.  Haldane  had  refufed ;  and 
alked  him  on  the  2 lib  of  October  for  2qo  1.  It  fobn  appeared,, 
that  Mr,  Mackenzie  was  too  generous  to  negleCt  his  unfortunate 
friend,  and  that  the  letter  had  never  reached  his  hand.  Lady 
Jane  renewed  her  application  to  him  on  the  loth  of  November. 

In  thefe  letters  there  is  no  mention  of  her  marriage ;  and  the 
purfuers  accufe  lady  Jane  of  prevarication,  becaufe  fhe  compli¬ 
mented  thefe  gentlemen  feverally  as  her  belt  friends,  and  talked^ 
to  Mr.  Haldane  a  rigid  prelbyterian  about  the  proteftant  re¬ 
ligion. 

It  may  be  proper  to  mention  here,  that  in  confequence  of  thefe  -—  376, 

applications,  {he  received  lool.  of  Mr.  Mackenzie  in  December - 543, 

1747,  and  200 1.  from  Mr.  Robertfon  in  January  1748. 

From  what  paifed  in  this  firft  period  we  cannot  expeCb  to  learn 
much.  The  purfuers  have  brought  thefe  faCls  into  proof  in  order 
to  fhew  the  conduCt  of  fir  John  and  lady  Jane,  for  which  Mr. 

Douglas  owes  them  thanks.  It  appears  that  lady  Jane  was  ufed 
to  difguife  her  rank  ;  that  {he  had  a  reafonable  pretence  for  going 
abroad ;  and  that  fhe  was  very  capable  of  bearing  children. 
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OF  THE  PREGNANCY  OF  LADY  JANE  FROM 
NOVEMBER  1747  TO  JULY  4,  1748. 


S  E  C  T.  1. 

Cif  the  nature  oj"  the  proof  of  a  pregnancy, 

"DEFORE  any  one  fets  out  on  a  fearch,  it  is  neceflary  he 
^  Aould  have  a  Miftind  idea  of  the  thing  he  is  to  look  for, 
that  he  may  know  it  when  it  is  found.  We  are  now  to  examine 
the  proof  of  lady  Jane’s  pregnancy.  We  muft  firft  learn,  what  is 

a  proof  of  pregnancy  5  for  on  this  point  it  feems  the  parties 
differ.  .  ^ 

The  purfuers  have  examined  feveral  gentlemen  of  the  faculty  to 
prove,  that  all  marks  of  pregnancy  are  equivocal ;  and  of  confe- 
quence,  that  it  is  incapable  of  a  certain  proof.  If  this  were  the 
cafe,  all  the  confequence  would  be,  that  the  defender  is  not  bound 
to  bring  a  certain  proof.  A  proof,  that  lady  Jane  had  all  thofe 
lymptoms,  which  are  ufually  efteemed  marks  of  pregnancy,  would 
lufficiently  accredit  the  after  proof  of  the  birth  ^  as  a  proof,  that 
fhe  had  none  of  thefe  fymptoms,  would  efFcd:ually  deftroy  it. 

But  in  fad:,  the  phyficians  are  not  quite  fo  hardy,  as  to  exclude 
the  direct  proof  of  pregnancy.  Though  they  reckon  the  common 
marks  of  pregnancy  to  be  feparately  uncertain,  they  allow  that 
the  five  marks  taken  colledively  are  a  full  and  dired  proof.  Dr. 
Young  IS  afked,  whether  he  ever  met  with  a  woman,  who  had  all 
the  marks  of  pregnancy  following,  ficknefs  and  reachin^s,  fup- 
prefho  menfium,  the  breads  fwelled,  the  belly  gradually  encreafed 
in  bulk,  and  perceptible  motions  in  it  i  whether  in  fuch  a  cafe  he 
chd  ever  hefitate  to  declare  the  woman  pregnant.  He  depofes 
that  he  never  did  hefitate  in  fuch  a  cafe.  In  fuch  a  cafe  then’ 

^e  may  fuppofe  the  proof  of  pregnancy  to  be  dired:.  The  pur¬ 
fuers  quibble  about  infallibility. 

Perhaps  after  all  the  cafe  of  lady  Jane  has  not  been  rightly 
ftated  to  thofe  gentlemen.  They  are  afked,  whether  a  v/oman 
may  not  have  certain  changes  in  her  conditution  arifing  from 
other  caufes,  which  yet  may  be  reputed  marks  of  pregnancy, 

fo 
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fo  as  to  deceive  ,herfelf  and  others  ?  And  they  anfwer,  fhe  may  j 
and  that  foine  of  them  may  go  off  without  any  remarkable  illnefs. 

But  the  purfuers  contend,  that  lady  Jane  had  none  of  the  marks, 
no  diforder,  except  reaching  and  vomiting,  to.  which  Ihe  was 
fubjedt  at  other  times  5  and  that  all  the  reft  was  impoflure  ;  that 
the  great  belly  was  put  on  and  off  with  her  cloaths  ^  apparent  at 
Aix  and  at  Liege,  indifcoverable  at  Rheims.  The  queflion,  which 
we  would  wilh  had  been  put  to  thefe  gentlemen,  is.  Whether  a 
woman  in  good  health  can  counterfeit  the  fwelling  in  the  breafts 
and  perceptible  motions  in  the  belly,  fo  as  to  deceive  thofe,  who 
fee  the  breafts  and  touch  the  belly  ?  It  is  certain,  they  would 
anfwer  in  the  negative.  In  this  cafe  it  is  not  enough,  that  the 
purfuers  (hould  fay,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  and  Ifabel  Walker  are  ac¬ 
complices  ;  they  muft  involve  Mrs.  Hepburn  of  Keith  and  Mad. 

Tewis  in  the  fame  guilt  of  confederacy  and  perjury.  They  treat 
Mrs.  Hepburn  with  fome  refpedl,  but  they  fall  with  violence 
upon  the  memory  of  Mad.  Tewis* **  She  died  before  the  caufe  be¬ 
gan  3  but  ftie  had  given  a  notorial  declaration  of  what  fhe  knew, 
before  her  death. 

SECT.  II. 

Of  Lady  fane' s  perfon  in  November  1747* 

The  firft  witnefs  to  lady. Jane’s  pregnancy  is  undoubtedly 
Mad.  Tewis,  in  whofe  houfe  ftie  then  lodged  3  not  Mad. 

Scholl,  as  the  purfuers  falfely  pretend.  She  attefts,  “  ^  Qu’au  D.  P.  15.  f* 
“  commencement  du  mois  de  Novembre  1747  elle  avecles  lilies  de 
chambre  s’etoient  appercues  des  premieres  indices  de  la  groftefte 
de  mylady,  par  les  vomiftements  reiteres  &  autres  petites'indif- 
“  politions,  dont  elle  fe  trouvoit  incommodee  le  matin  3  &  par  la  . 

“  nourriture  particuliere,  qu’elle  commen9oit  alors  a  prendre  hors 
de  fon  ordinaire  3  &  que  les  deux  epoufes  prenomines  peu  de 
“  jours  en  apres  avoient  requis  Mad.  la  comparante,  leur  hotefle, 

“  poiir  faire  placer  un  deuxierne  lit  dans  la  meme  chambre,  ce 
“  qu’elle  avoit  aufli  fait  executer  a  I’inftant.” 

Ifabel  Walker’s  account  is  exadlly  agreeable  to  this.  She  fays,  Serv.p.iS.D, 
“  that,  before  Ihe  knew  any  thing  of  lady  Jane’s  being  with  child, 

“  obferving  her  to  be  frequently  out  of  order,  and  fometimes 


*  “  That  at  the  beginning-  of  November  1747,  flie  and  the  chambermaids  obferved  the 
“  firft  appearances  of  my  lady’s  pregnancy  by  the  repeated  vomitings  and  other  fmall  indif- 
“  pofitions,.  with  which  llie  was  troubled  in  the  mornings,  and  by  the  particular  food  ihe 
“  then  began  to  ufe  out  of  her  ordinary  courfe  ;  and  the  faid  two  fpoufes  a  few  days^  after 

**  requefted  her,  their  landlady,  to  place  a  fecond  bed  in  the  fame  room,  which  llie  imme- 
“  diately  did.” 

throwing 
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throwing  up  ;  flie  was  in  ufe  to  talk  to  Mrs.  Tewis,  their  land- 
lady,  to  whom  fhe  related  lady  Jane’s  complaint,  confidering 
“  her  as  a  perfon  of  experience:  that  after  fome  of  thefe 
“  converfations  Mrs.  Tewis  told  her,  that  fhe  need  not  be 
“  alarmed  about  her  lady,  for  that  fhe  was  with  child :  that 
“  fhe  foon  faw,  that  fuch  was  the  cafe ;  for  lady  Jane  had  all  the 
“  fymptoms  of  a  woman  in  that  condition,  and  that  fhe  men- 
Mn.p.ii.c,  tioned  thefe  fymptoms  to  Mrs.  Tewis.  Being  interrogated,  if 
'  “  before  marriage,  and  after  it,  before  fhe  came  to  Aix  la  Cha- 
«  pelle  lady  Jane  had  regularly  thofe  fymptoms,  which  are  com- 
“  mon  to  women  capable  of  child-bearing,  depones  that  fhe  had  : 
Interrogated,  if  fhe  had  the  fame  fymptoms  after  fhe  was  preg- 
nant,  depones  that  fhe  had  not :  Interrogated,  when  thefe  fymp- 
‘‘  toms  ceafed,  and  in  what  houfe  lady  Jane  then  lived,  depones 
that  fhe  cannot  be  precife  as  to  the  time,  fuppofes  it  was  when 
fhe  conceived,  and  thinks  fhe  was  then  living  in  the  houfe  of 
“  Mrs.  Tewis  :  Interrogated,  if  from  the  time  thofe  fymptoms 
“  ceafed,  fhe  fufpeaed  lady  Jane  was  with  child,  depones  that 
“  fhe  did  :  Interrogated  if  this  was  one  of  the  fymptoms  fhe  men- 
“  tioned  to  Mrs.  Tewis  the  landlady,  as  a  reafon  for  fufpedling 
“  lady  Jane  to  be  with  child,  depones  that  fhe  did  mention  this 
‘‘  as  one  of  the  fymptoms.” 

Serv.  10. f;  Mrs.  Hewit  has  only  faid,  that  in  the  end  of  the  year  1747 
lady  Jane  proved  with  child.  It  is  to  be  remembered,  that  Mrs. 
Tewis  anfwers  for  Effy  Caw,  who  is  dead. 

This  account  of  the  firfl  appearance  of  the  pregnancy,  the  fol- 
licitude  of  the  family  upon  that  occafion,  and  their  feveral  con¬ 
ferences,  is  fo  eafy  and  natural,  that  it  wants  nothing  to  gain 
entire  belief.  The  purfuers  have  nothing  to  contradid  it. 

Mad.  Tewis  was  a  woman  of  good  fenfe  and  liberal  education, 
and  much  refpeded  by  all  the  people  of  fafhion,  who  came  to 
3  a.  Aix.  The  whole  town  might  be  brought  to  atteft  her  charader. 
She  was  particularly  intimate  with  lady  Jane ;  but  the  approach¬ 
ing  congrefs,  and  the  neceffity  of  preparing  lodgings  for  lord 
Sandwich  at  Mad.  Tewis  s,  obliged  lady  Jane  to  le9.vc  her  friend’s 
houfe,  which  flie  did  on  the  5th  of  January  1748,  and  lodged  at 
Mad.  Scholl’s. 
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SECT.  III. 

Of  Lady  fanes  perfon  in  fanuary  and  February  174^* * 

Mad.  Tewis  did  not  remit  her  attention  to  lady  Jane’s litua- 

tion.  She  attefts,  “  J  Que  fucceffivement,  d’un  mois  a  D.P.  16. 
I’autre,  elle  avoit  obfervee  I’accroiffement  vifible  de  la  groHefle 
fufdite.”  It  is  needlefs  to  add,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  and  the  fer- 
vants  did  the  fame  ;  becaufe  their  whole  condud  Ihews,  they 
were  either  fully  convinced  of  the  pregnancy  and  birth,  or  ac¬ 
complices  in  the  fraud. 

Mad.  Scholl  was  not  upon  the  fame  footing  with  lady  Jane,  as 
her  former  landlady.  She  was  frequently  invited  to  drink  tea, 
but  always  in  an  afternoon,  when  lady  Jane  was  drelfed  in  a  great  — —  4.  b. 
hoop,  and  enveloped  “  ||  de  forte,  quelle  n’a  jamais  peu  re-  __w.  3.  a. 
marquer  fa  taille  pour  juger,  fi  elle  etoit  enceinte  ou  non.” 

Lady  Jane  bore  her  own  family  name,  and  was  never  mentioned - 4.  a, 

as  the  wife  of  Mr.  Stewart ;  but  Mad.  Scholl  having  difeovered  a 
familiarity  between  lir  John  and  lady  Jane,  mentioned  it  to  a  Ca¬ 
puchin  named  Emilius,  who  had  been  told  of  the  marriage  in  con- 
feffion,  and  now  told  it  in  confidence  to  Mad.  Scholl.  From  this 

time,  ‘‘  *  Elle  foup9onna,  que  Mad.  Stewart  etoit  enceinte,  par - -  p. 

ceque  cette  dame  etoit  toujours  fi  foible,  delicate  &  pale,  6c 
“  qu’elle  portoit  toujours  un  grand  pannier,  meme  dans  fa  cham- 
bre.”  Her  fufpicions  were  entirely  founded  on  her  own  ob- 
fervations,  and  her  evidence  could  not  be  ftronger  upon  the  lit¬ 
tle  means  fhe  had  of  being  informed.  She  was  very  early  in- 

foruied  of  the  birth  on  loth  July,  and  found  it  exadly  conform- - 4.E. 

able  to  her  own  obfervations  of  the  pregnancy. 

The  next  clafs  of  witneffes  are  three  Benediaines  of  the  abbey 

of  St.  Anne  at  Aix.  Mad.  Hagens,  the  abbefs,  depofes,  that  lady - 23.  a. 

Jane  was  intimate  with  Mad.  Martel,  priorefs  of  the  abbey,  in  — —  c- 
1748  ;  that  Mad.  de  Lambert,  prefent  priorefs,  (but  abfent  when 
the  depofitions  were  take©)  and  Mad.  de  Freins  a  nun,  fince  ma- 
lade,  (dillraaed  as  it  fhould  feem)  had  been  queftioned  about 
this  affair  i  “  +  et  qu’elle  croit,  que  ces  deux  dames  ont  f9ues  6c  _23.d. 
dites  a  peu  pres  la  meme  chofe  qu’elle  depofante,  6c  les  autres 

t  **  That  fucceffively  from  one  month  to  another  Ihe  had  obferved  the  vifible  increafe  of 
**  the  faid  pregnancy.” 

II  In  fuch  a  manner  that  Ihe  could  not  obferve  her  (hape  to  know  whether  flie  was  with 
*•  child  or  not.” 

*  “  She  fufpe£ted,'that  Mad.  Stewart  was  with  child,  becaufe  {he  was  always  fo  weak,  de- 
licate,  and  pale,  and  that  {he  always  wore  a  large  hoop,  even  in  her  apartments. 

f  “  That  {he  believes,  thefe  two  ladies  knew  and  faid  almofl;  the  fame  thing,  which  {he 
<*  the  deponent  did,  and  the  other  nuns  of  the  convent^ 
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rellgieufes  de  ce  convent.”  Mad.  Hagens  fays,  that  fhe  faw 
D.P.  23.  A.  lady  Jane  DougUs  once,  J*  et  qu’  a  cctte  occafion  elle  parut  a 
“  la  depofante  etre  enceinte.”  This  lady  is  mentioned  here  the 
firft  of  the  three,  becaufe  fhe  unqueftionably  anfwers  for  the  ge-- 
neral  opinion  of  the  convent.  The  purfuers  memorialift  ridicules 
the  notion  of  calling  nuns  to  the  proof  of  pregnancy;  but  when 
we  confider  the  ftria  attention  necelfarily  paid  to  the  condud  of 
the  youngeft  liders,  it  may  perhaps  be  the  lefs  furpriiing,  that 
an  abbefs  or  priorefs  of  a  nunnery  fhould  be  amongfl  the  firfl:  to 
fpy  this  alteration  in  a  lady’s  perfon. 


II. B. 


10. F. 


—  13.  A. 


<C 

it 


Mad.  De  Melbach  was  more  with  lady  Jane  :  fhe  had  feen  her  in 
her  former  trip  to  Aix ;  and  (he  fays,  that  (he  now  vilited  the  con¬ 
vent  frequently  :  “  +  Que  la  premiere  fois,  qu’elle  vit  miladi,  elle 
foup9onna  qu’elle  etoit  grofle;  &  ce  fut  par  la  grolfeur  de  fon 
corps,  &  par  la  maniere  dont  elle  fe  tenoit,  qu’elle  foupconna 
quelle  etoit  grolfe;  ce  qu’elle  jugea  aufli,  parceque  la  dite 
dame  avoit  le  vifage  tird  &  I’air  ddfaite,  diffdremment  de  ce,  que 
la  depofante  avoit  vue  dans  fon  precedent  voyage.”  She  goes  on 
to  fay,  that  the  fame  fcruples  arofe  in  the  minds  of  the  other  nuns, 
and  that  die  told  it  in  confeffion.  Some  time  after  this  the  pri¬ 
orefs  told  them,  that  lady  Jane  was  married.  Mad.  Packennius,  a 
nun,  confirms  every  thing,  that  Mad.  Melbach  has  faid. 

Thefe  witneflbs  are  placed  thus  early,  becaufe  they  fpeak  of 
lady  Jane’s  ancient  intimacy  with  their  then  priorefs,  and  of  the 
frequent  yifits  (he  paid  to  the  abbey  ;  and  that  the  pregnancy  was 
fufpeded  in  the  very  fird  vifit,  though  Mad.  De  Melbach  has  inad¬ 
vertently  put  all  the  marks  of  pregnancy,  which  (lie  had  obferved 
in  any  of  the  vifits,  into  one  general  anfwer.  This  is  a  confufion, 
which  often  arifes  from  the  manner  in  which  depofitions  are  taken 
1  he  purfuers  memorialid  obferves  on  thefe  depofitions,  that  lady 
Jane,  m  order  to  create  a  belief  in  thefe  nuns,  that  (he  was  really 
with  child,  recommended  herfelf  to  their  prayers ;  that  die  gave 
a  prefent  of  a  rofary  to  the  abbefs,  which  (he  has  hun^  to  the 
image  of  St.  Ann  ;  that  it  is  cudomary  for  women  with  child  to 
recommend  themfelves  to  St.  Ann  ;  and  that  it  was  in  confequence 
ot  thefe  arts  of  lady  Jane,  that  they  conceived  the  idea  of  her  be¬ 
ing  with  child.  But  all  this  is  wilful  confufion  of  fadls,  and  clearly 
contrary  to  the  evidence.  The  whole  nuns  have  depofed,  that 
they  believed  her  with  child  very  early ;  that  they  communicated 

t  “  And  that  on  this  occafion  fhe  appeared  to  the  deponent  to  be  with  child.” 

“  and  ‘hat  ft.  was  with  child, 

“  different  and  her  a.  defai.  , 

their 
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their  fcruples  to  each  other,  and  mentioned  it  to  their  confedbr, 
before  they  fo  much  as  knew  of  her  marriage;  and  it  v/as  not 
till  fhe  went  to  the  convent  to  take  leave  of  them,  when  Ihe  was 
about  to  leave  the  place,  that  fhe  told  the  nuns,  flie  had  need 
of  their  prayers,  and  that  fhe  made  the  prefent  of  the  chaplet  to 
the  priorefs. 

The  purfuers  have  alfo  faid  in  a  place,  where  it  is  likely  to  be  Tab.  of  Con 
foonefl  ^nd  moft  frequently  read,  that  lady  Jane  concealed  her  P*  H- 
marriage  almofb  univerfally,  excepting  to  a  Capuchin  friar,  and 
to  the  abbefs  and  nuns  of  certain  convents  at  Aix-la-Chapelle, 
and  a  very  few  more  confidants.  How  much  do  fuch  little  arti¬ 
fices  difhonour  their  caufe  ? — Lord  Crawford  and  general  Macclli- 
got,  and  feveral  others,  were  very  early  acquainted  with  the  mar¬ 
riage  ;  fome  by  choice,  and  fome  by  neceflity.  Lady  Jane  was 
known  but  at  two  convents  ;  this  of  St.  Ann,  where  fhe  was  forced 
to  explain  her  condition,  as  we  have  feen  ;  and  another  of  Mariend, 

(all  which  will  be  mentioned  hereafter)  where  flie  never  told  her 
marriage,  though  the  daughter  of  her  friend  Mad.  Tewis  belonged 
to  it. 

SECT.  IV. 

Of  Lady  y  anes  denial  of  her  marriage  to  Lady  Catharine  Wemyfs. 

A  BOUT  the  time  the  nuns  obferved  the  pregnancy,  an  inci- 
dent  happened,  of  which  the  purfuers  make  great  ufe.  Go¬ 
vernor  Wemyfs  and  his  lady  had  fpent  the  winter  1748  at  Bour- 
chette  with  the  late  lord  Crawford,  lady  Catherine’s  brother  : 
they  were  preparing  to  return  to  Scotland  about  February  the  loth 
1748.  Lady  Jane  had  never  owned  her  marriage,  nor  did  thefe 
perfons  fufpeft  her  pregnancy  ;  and  what  is  more,  lady  Jane 
thought  proper  to  deny  her  marriage  to  lady  Catharine. 

Governor  Wemyfs  depofes,  “  That  he  had  no  reafon  to  con-  p.  p.  43.  k 
elude  from  any  thing  he  ever  heard  pafs  between  lady  Jane 
“  and  colonel  Stewart,  that  they  were  married ;  that  it  was  often 
“  the  fubjedl  of  converfation  betwixt  the  Britifli  people  there, 

“  whether  they  were  or  were  not  married  ;  that  he  was  not  fen- 
“  fible,  when  he  left  Aix,  of  lady  Jane’s  having  any  appearance 
“  of  a  woman  with  child;  nor  did  he  ever  think  of  that  matter, 

**  not  looking  upon  her  as  married.” 

Lady  Catharine  Wemyfs  is  more  particular  ;  that  lady  Jane  told  _ 4,.e 

her,  “  That  it  was  probable  flie  would  have  heard  the  flory  of 

T  2  “  colonel 
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colonel  Stewart  and  her  being  married  ;  and  the  deponent  hav-  ^ 
“  ing  anfwered,  that  Ihe  had  fo  heard  both  in  Scotland  and  Eng- 
“  land,  lady  Jane  faid  that  it  was  a  ftory  raifed  by  Mally  Kerr, 

“  her  coulin,  in  order  to  prejudice  her  brother  the  duke  ao-ainft 
“  her  j  and  that  it  had  been  fo  efFed:ual,  that  he  had  flopped  her 
P.P.  40. K.  ‘‘  penfionj  and  that  at  this  meeting  lady  Jane  denied  the  mar- 
“  riage  with  fir  John;  and  defired  the  deponent,  when  flie  went 
to  England,  to  contradid  it.”  Lady  Catharine  had  been  told, 
- that  fir  John’s  flippers  had  been  feen  under  lady  Jane’s  bed; 

42.  B.  yet  £he  depofes,  that  as  flie  did  not  believe  lady  Jane  was  mar- 
“  ried,  flie  took  no  thought  of  her  being  with  child.” 

This  concealment  of  lady  Jane  s  was  wholly  unneceflary  with 
lady  Catharine,  who  is  a  woman,  whom  ihe  might  and  ought 
Tab.  of  Con-  to  have  trufled  :  it  fliews  however,  that  there  was  no  defio-n  to 
tents,  p.4.  fuppofe  a  child  at  this  time,  as  the  purfuers  own,  though  at  the 
rifk  of  making  IVIad.  Tewis  an  accomplice.  The  franknefs  and 
candour  of  lady  Catharine  makes  a  flrong  contrafl  to  the  jealoufy 
and  fufpicion  of  the  nuns,  though  both  are  equally  credible; 
for  they  fhew  nothing,  but  the  difference  between  a  liberal  and  a 
narrow  mind.  Indeed  lady  Jane  feems.  to  have  fuffered,  as  well 
from  the  honour  of  this  noble  family,  as  from  the  idle  talk  and 
feandal  of  others ;  for  lady  Catharine  lived  in  the  fame  houfe 
with  her  brother  lord  Crawford,  between  the  time  he  was  in  tho 
P.  P.61.  H.  confidence  of  lady  Jane,  and  lady  Catharine’s  leaving  Aix ;  and  was 
alfo  living  with  him,  when  he  received  fir  John’s  letter,  in  which 
the  pregnancy  is  mentioned.  He  never  revealed  it  to  his  fifler„' 
whom  he  loved ;  but  fhe-  is  enabled  to  depofe,  that  the  letter^ 
which  brought  the  news  of  the  birth,  was  the  firfl  account  fhe 

- 42- ^  heard  of  fir  John,  and  lady  Jane’s  marriage,  to  which  fhe  eave 

credit.  ° 

There  feems  however  to  be  one  flight  miftake  in  her  depo- 
fition  ;  and  that  lady  Jane  rather  told  her,  the  duke  would  flop, 
her  penlion,  (as  fir  John  wrote  to  lord  Crawford)  than  that  he 
had  ftoptiti  becaufc  that  mufl  have  been  known  to  be  falfe,  not 
only  by  many  people  in  Scotland,  but  by  their  bankers  at  Rotter¬ 
dam,  to  whom  lady  Catharine  was  then,  going. 

We  mufl  conclude  this  fubjea  with  one  remark.  The  purfuers 
every  where  reprefent  Mrs.  Hewit  as  the  perpetual  confidant  and 
accomphce  of  lady  Jane.  Whatever  might  be  her  ladyfliip’s.  de- 
fign  m  denying  her  marriage  to  lady  Catharine,  it  is  certain  Mrs 
Hewit  was  not  in  the  fecret.  She  depofes,  that  fir  John  Stewart  ' 
and  lady  Jane  were  often.feen  by  lady  Catharine  Wemyfs  and  the 

earl 
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earl  of  Crawford,  and  were  known  by  them  to  have  been  married 
perfonsj  as  alfo  by  Mr.  Wemyfs,  lady  Catharine’s  hufband.  Thefe 
words  are  printed  by  the  purfuers  in  Italics  to  denote,  that  fhe  is 
perjured  ;  and  we  are  referred  in  the  margin  to  p.  41.  d.  and  p. 

43.  L.  to  Hiew,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  took  Mifs  Campbell  out  of  the 
room,  before  lady  Jane  fpoke.  It  is  probable,  that  Mrs.  Hewit 
retired  with  Mifs  Campbell  by  lady  Jane’s  order  :  but  whether  {he 
meant  to  conceal  what  Ihe  was  going  to  fay  from  one,  or  both  of 
them,  is  not  faid.  Had  Mrs.  Hewit  been  an  indrument  in  the  P.  P.  42.  k. 
fraud,  fhe  would  certainly  have  depofed  the  diredl  contrary  from 
what  fhe  has  done.  Governor  Wemyfs  and  lady  Catharine  both 
fay,  they  were  often  told  that  lady  Jane  was  married;  and  this 
is  fufficient  to  give  credit  to  Mrs.  Hewit’s  innocent  affertion,  for 
file  certainly  could  be  no  judge  of  their  fecret  belief. 

> 

4 

SECT.  V. 

Of  Lady  fanesperfon  in  March  1748* 

General  Macelligot  gives  an  early  teftimony  to  the  preg-  D.P.3;2.si 

nancy.  After  he  had  mentioned,  that  he  faw  lady  Jane  almoft - 35 

every  day  from  his  firft  acquaintance  with  her,  and  frequently 
more  than  once  a  day ;  and  that  he  fometimes  walked  abroad  with 
her;  he  depofes,  “  That  when  he  firfl  faw  lady  Jane  in  i747> 

“  fhe  had  not  to  him  the  appearance  of  a  woman  with  child ; 

“  but  that  fome  time  afterwards  he  obferved  fhe  had  qualms, 

“  which  obliged  her  to  go  into  the  next  room,  where  he  over- 
heard  her  more  than  once  reaching  and  puking;  that  from 
“  thence  he  was  led  to  fufped,  that  fhe  was  with  child ;  that 
“  he  believes,  that  lady  Jane  perceiving  his  fufpicions,  was  from 
thence  induced  to  confide  to  him,  that  fhe  was  married  to  fir 
“  John  Stewart,  and  that  fhe  believed  herfelf  to  be  with  child 
“  by  him,  requefling  that  he  would  keep  it  a  fecret;  that  before 
this  confidence  was  made  to  him,  the  appearances  of  pregnancy 
feemed  to  him  fo  clear,  that  it  never  came  into  his  head  that 
“  they  were  affected  or  fliamm’d.’* 

Two  perfons  of  unexceptionable  character  faw  lady  Jane  a  lit-  Serv.  8.»i. 
tie  later  ;  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Hepburn  of  Keith  had  feen  lady  Jane  at  the 
Hague  in  1746  ;  and  they  now  came  to  Aix  on  a  vifit  to  her  for 
about  eight  or  ten  days.  Mi\  Hepburn  obferves,  that  it  was  two 
months  thereafter,  that  they  met  fir  John  at  Liege  :  it  was  there¬ 
fore  about  the  21  ft  of  March  that  they  came  to  Aix.  Mr.  Hep¬ 
burn  fays,  “  That  lady  Jane  appeared  thinner  in  the  face,  and 

“  not 
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—  18.  B. 

—  10.  G. 

P.  P.  342.  c 

D.  P.  35.  D. 


- 35.0. 

- 35- 
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“  not  fo  well  as  when  he  had  leen  her  at  the  Hague;  that  he 
“  took  notice  of  this  to  his  fpoufe,  who  faid,  Don’t  you  obferve 
“  fhe  is  with  child  ?  and  that  he  accordingly  looked  at  her  more 
“  narrowly  next  day,  and  lire  did  appear  to  be  with  child.” 

Mrs.  Hepburn  fays,  “  that,  when  Ihe  faw  lady  Jane  at  Aix 
“  ihe  obferved  a  very  great  difference  from  the  looks  ihe  had  at 
“  the  Hague ;  that  her  face  was  very  thin ;  that  her  belly  or 
“  waill  was  very  thick  ;  her  cheeks  thin,  and  her  eyes  lar?e ; 

from  all  which  the  deponent  had  not  the  leafl  doubt  of  her 
“  being  with  child  ;  that  Ihe  told  this  to  her  hulband  that  night 
“  and  faid  to  him,  that  Ihe  was  fure  lady  Jane  was  with  child  • 
“  that  ihe  told  the  fame  next  morning  to  Mrs.  Hewit,  and  faid’ 
“  Ihe  took  it  ill,  that  (he  had  never  acquainted  her  thereof:  but 
“  Mrs.  Hewit  faid,  (he  wanted  to  furprize  the  deponent  agreeably 
»  and  try  whether  Ihe  would  find  it  out  herfelf.” 


The  converfation  with  Mrs.  Hewit  is  attefted  by  Ifabel  Walker 
who  was  prefent,  and  by  Mrs.  Hewit  herfelf.  Mrs.  Hewit  fays’ 
Ihe  anfwered  Mrs.  Hepburn,  that  lady  Jane  was  fo  bafhful,  tLt 
Ihe  would  not  allow  any  perfon  to  fpeak  of  it;  which  is  agreeable 
to  what,  Mrs.  Hepburn  in  her  fecond  depofition  fays  Ihe  learned 
ol  Mrs.  Hewit  either  in  this  or  fome  other  converfation. 

The  next  witnefs  returned  to  Aix  before  the  end  of  March 
1748.  She  was  then  called  La  Baronne  D’Obin,  now  Mad  Ne- 
grette.  She  was  acquainted  with  lady  Jane  in  1747  at  Aix  •  and 
on  her  return  immediately  vifited  her.  She  depofes,  “  *  que 
ce  fut  le  jour  meme  du  retour  de  la  depofante  a  Aix-la-Cha 
“  pelle,  qu’elle  rendit  cette  vifite  a  ladi  Jeanne  Douglas  De 
“  pofe,  qu’elle  apperfut  dans  cette  vifite,  que  ladi  Jeanne 
Douglas  etoit  fort  changee,  &  avoir  le  vifage  fort  tire ;  &  nu’elle 
“  depolante,  ne  fpachant  pas  qu’elle  fut  mariee,  n’avoit  pas  la 
moindie  idee,  qu  elle  fut  grofl'e  ;  mais  crut  qu’lle  avoit  ete  in- 
“  commodee.  Depofe,  que  lors  de  cette  meme  vifite  la  demoi- 
Idle  Hewit  park  en  particulier  a  la  depofante  dans  un  autre 
chambre,  &  lui  demanda  comment  elle  trouvoit  miladi  •  la 
“  depolante  repondit,  qu’elle  la  trouvoit  change ;  furquoi  la  ’de- 

moifellc 


iC 

«  < 


rh-  Aix-Ia-Chapelle,  that  flie  made 

tks  vifit  to  lady  Jane  Douglas ;  that  flie  obferved  at  this  vifit  that  lady  Ja^e  Donllas  wt 
very  much  altered,  and  that  her  face  was  very  thin:  and  the  deDoniit  ^ 

that  (h=  was  had  not  the  lead  idea  o’f  her  being  with  chFid,  bat  believ-d'lhaf 

(he  had  been  ind,fpofed.--Depores.  that  at  the  fame  vifit  Mra.  Hewit  fpoke  to  the  denf 
nent  manotherroon,’  and  alkedher.  How  (he  found  nt,  lady?  the  deponent  anfwered 
t  Ihe  found  her  altered ;  upon  which  Mrs.  Hewit  replied.  That  Ihe^believed  it  well* 

“  as 
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moirelle  Hewit  lui  repliqua,  qu’elle  le  croyoit  bien,  puifque 
“  elle  etoit  grolTe  ;  &  qu’il  etoit  terns  de  partir  d’Aix-la-Chapelle, 
**  parceque  la  grofTelTe,  qui  etoit  alTez  avancee,  feroit  eclater  le 
“  mariage  de  miladi  Jeanne  Douglas  avec  Monf.  Stewart.  De- 
“  pofe,  qu’elle  a  continue  dcpuis  jufqu’au  depart  de  ladi  Jeanne 
“  Douglas  d’Aix-la-Chapeile  a  la  voir  auffi  frequemment  qu’au- 
“  paravant ;  &  qu’apres  que  la  demoifelle  Hewit  lui  eut  declare 
“  le  mariage,  &  la  groflelTe  de  ladi  Jeanne,  comme  il  eft  di  cit 
“  delTus,  la  dite  ladi  Jeanne  parut  de  plus  en  plus  a  la  depofante 
etre  grolTe,  ayant  un  gros  ventre.  Depofe,  qu’elle  depofante 
“  n’a  jamais  remarque  la  gorge  de  ladi  Jeanne  Douglas,  mais 
“  feulement,  que  la  premiere  fois  qu’elle  la  vit,  cette  dame  avoit 
‘‘  la  gorge  plus  enfoncee  que  d’ordinaire,  comme  cela  arrive  aux 
“  femmes  groffes  au  commencement  des  groffefles.  Depofe,  qu’ii 
“  eft  arrive  une  fois,  que  Mad.  Hewit  a  demande  a  la  depofante 
une  mantelet  a  emprunter  pour  ladi  Jeanne  Douglas  pour  cacher 
“  la  groffeur  de  fon  ventre  dans  une  vifite,  que  ladi  Jeanne  de- 
“  voit  faire  a  Mad.  la  comtelle  de  St.  Severin,  epoufe  de  Monf. 
“  le  comte  de  St.  Severin,  miniftre  plenipotentiaire  du  Roi  de 
*•  France  au  congres  d’Aix-la-Chapelle  ;  ajoute,  que  la  demoifelle 
“  Hewit  dit  a  la  depofante,  que  fans  ce  mantelet  ladi  Jeanne 
Douglas  auroit  un  air  indecent ;  &  la  depofante  a  entendu  par 
“  ce  difcours  de  la  demoifelle  Hewit,  que  s’etoit  parceque  ladi 
“  Jeanne  Douglas  pafToit  pour  file.  Depofe  d’elle-meme,  qu’etant 
“  un  jour  avec  ladi  Jeanne  Douglas,  cette  dame  dit  a  la  depo- 
fante,  que  fon  mari  lui  avoit  dit,  que  le  foup9on  de  groffelTe 
“  d’elle  depofante  etoit  evanoui ;  a  quoi  la  depofante  repondit  en 
plaifantant,  qu’elle  etoit  trop  vieille,  6c  n’auroit  plus  d’enfans ; 

“  & 


“  as  (he  was  with  child  ;  and  that  it  was  time  for  her  to  leave  Aix-Ia-Chapelle,  becaufe  her 
“  pregnancy,  which  was  confiderably  advanced,  would  make  the  marriage  of  lady  Jane  with 
Mr.  Stewart  public.  Depofes,  that  flic  continued  after  this,  until  the  departure  of  lady 
“  Jane  Douglas  from  Aix-la-Chapelle,  to  fee  her  as  often  as  before ;  and  that  after  Mrs. 
“  Hewit  had  informed  her  of  lady  Jane’s  marriage  and  pregnancy,  flie  appeared  to  her  more 
“  and  more  to  be  with  child,  having  a  big  belly. — Depofes,  that  fhe  never  obferved  lady 
Jane  Douglas’s  breads  j  but  only  the  firft  time  that  Ihe  faw  her,  this  lady’s  breads  were 
“  plus  enfoncee  que  d’ordinaire,  as  women’s  breads  are  at  the  beginning  of  their  preg- 
“  nancy. — Depofes,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  once  borrowed  a  cloak  from  the  deponent  for  lady 
Jane  Douglas,  to  conceal  the  bulk  of  her  belly  in  a  vifit,  which  lady  Jane  was  about 
“  to  make  to  the  countefs  of  St.  Severin,  wife  to  the  count  of  St.  Severin,  minider  plenipo- 
“  tentiary  from  the  king  of  France  to  the  congrefs  at  Aix-la-Chapelle;  that  Mrs.  Hewit 
“  told  the  deponent,  that  without  this  cloak  lady  Jane  would  make  an  indecent  appearance ; 
“  by  which  the  deponent  underdood,  that  it  was  becaufe  lady  Jane  paffed  for  an  unmarried 
“  woman. — Depofes  of  her  own  accord,  that  being  one  day  with  lady  Jane  Douglas,  Ihe 
“  faid  to  the  deponent,  that  her  hufband  had  told  her,  that  his  fufpicion  of  the  deponent’s 
“  being  with  child  was  vaniihed  ;  to  which  the  deponent  anfwered  in  joke,  thatflie  was  too 

old, 
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“  &  ladi  Jeanne  repliqua,  en  faifant  un  gefte  des  mains,  Regardez 
“  moi ;  &  n’en  dit  davantage :  &  par  la,  la  depofante  entendit, 
que  ladi  Jeanne  Douglas  vouloit  parler  de  fa  grolTeffe,  &  mar- 
**  quer  qu’elle  etoit  plus  agee  que  la  depofante.” 

Meni.  pt.  2.  Mad.  Negrette  is  lingle  in  her  remark  on  lady  Jane’s  breafts; 
P'  2+'  her  honour  is  altogether  above  fufpicion  j  and  accuracy  in  every 
flight  circumftance  is  not  to  be  expeded  ^i-om  any  witnefs.  Let 
us  hear  the  purfuers  memorialifl:.  Firfl:  he  fays,  Mrs.  He  wit  told 
Mad.  Negrette,  that  lady  Jane  was  with  "bhjld,  before  flie  ob- 
ferved  her  ladyfhip’s  breafts.  The  old  prepolvtiqn  lors  de  will  not 
admit  of  this  fenfe.  Secondly  he  fays,  thatNhis  remark  on 
the  hollownefs  of  lady  Jane’s  breafl:  fhews  the  falihood  of  Mrs. 
Hewit  and  Ifabel  Walker,  who  aflert,  that  before  they  left  Aix, 
lady  Jane’s  breafls  were  remarkably  big  j  as  if  a  woman  might 
not  have  her  gorge  enfoncee  in  March,  and  her  breafts  big  the 
2ill  of  May  following.  This  is  a  pretty  juft  example  of  the  ge¬ 
neral  licence,  which  the  purfuers  take  to  raife  up  contradidions, 
when  they  want  them. 

SECT.  VI. 

Of  Lady  fanes  perfon  in  April  1748. 

AT  the  end  of  March  1748  lady  Jane  was  again  obliged  to 
change  her  lodgings.  As  the  feafon  of  the  waters  advanced 
D^2.b^  feveral  perfons  offered  Mad.  Scholl  “  un  prix  beaucoup  plus  con- 
3*®-  “  fiderable”  for  her  rooms,  which  lady  Jane  did  not  chobfe  to 
pay,  and  therefore  removed  to  a  maifon  bourgeoife  belonging  to 
the  widow  Gilleffen.  She  flill  kept  her  maiden  name,  and  was 
not  known  as  the  wife  of  Mr.  Stewart.  Mad.  Gilleffen  was  an 
ordinary  woman,  and  never  admitted  into  lady  Jane’s  apartment ; 
fo  that  we  cannot  exped  much  information  from  her.  She  received 

- 5'E.  the  firfl:  notice  of  the  marriage  and  pregnancy  from  Mademoifelle 

5-  Bleyenheufft,  who  came  to  alter  lady  Jane’s  cloaths,  and  who  told 
her,  that  lady  Jane  was  married  to  Mr.  Stewart,  and  that  fhe  was 
with  child.  She  depofes,  “  Quapres  cette  converfation  elle 


old,  and  would  have  no  more  children ;  upon  which  lady  Jane  replied,  making  a  fign 
u  hands,  L^k  at  me^  and  faid  no  more  of  it ;  and  by  this  the  deponent  underftot^, 
that  lady  Jane  Douglas  meant  to  fpeak  of  her  own  pregnancy,  and  to  obferve  that  Ihe 
was  older  than  the  deponent.” 

depofante 
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depofante  remarqua  par  la  demarche  deladi  Jeanne  Douglas  en 
**  defcendant  refcallier  pour  aller  faire  une  vifite  chez  une  amie, 
qu’elle  etoit  enceinte,  attendu  que  la  dite  ladi  Jeanne  Douglas 
defcendoit  lentement  5c  avec  peine,  5c  qu’elle  avoit  le  vifage 
“  pale  ;  mais  la  depofante  n’a  point  remarque  autre  chofe,  la  dite 
**  dame  ayant  un  grand  panier  de  baleine  5c  un  mantelet*.”  D.  P.  7.0. 

This  is  all  we  could  expedt  her  to  obferve  in  this  houfe.  Mrs. 

Hewit  lay  in  the  fame  room  with  lady  Jane ;  and  her  ladyfhip 
was  obliged  to  ufe  a  ftool  to  get  in  and  out  of  bed,  as  fhe 
had  done  for  fome  time  in  the  lad:  houfe  where  Ihe  lodged.  *  ’ 

SECT.  VIE 

O/'  the  Notification  of  the  Marriage  and  Pregnancy  to  the  Duke  of 

Douglas, 

IT  is  now  time  to  fpeak  of  the  late  lord  Crawford.  He  was 
very  early  acquainted  with  the  pregnancy  ;  and,  if  Ifabel 
Walker  may  be  credited,  found  it  out  by  his  own  obfervation.  — 52.*. 
She  depofes',  “  that  lord  Crawford  came  into  hr  John’s  room, 
and  faid  in  her  hearing.  You  need  be  under  no  concern,  John, 
for  lady  Jane,  for  fhe  is  with  child  ;  and  I  hav&  very  good  fkill. 

This  happened  pretty  early  in  the  pregnancy,  at  the  time  lady  Min.5.  0. 
Jane  was  fick,  and  had  fits  of  vomiting,  and  looked  very  ill.” 

As  this  circumftance  muft  have  happened  during  their  refidence 
at  Mad.  Tewis’s,  it  ought  to  have  been  mentioned  fooner.  But 
as  the  purfuers  affedt  not  to  believe  Ifabel  Walker,  except  when 
ftie  fpeaks  as  they  wifh,  it  became  needlefs  to  mention  lord  Craw¬ 
ford  more  than  once  j  and  in  this  place,  he  is  not  mentioned 
as  an  early  witnefs,  but  as  a  fure  one.  Lord  Lindores  heard  him  D.  P.372.  a» 
fpeak  with  the  utmofi:  confidence  of  lady;  Jane’s  pregnancy  in 
fpring  1748,  before  the  congrefs  at  Aix  bfegan. 

But  the  cicareft  proof  of  his  convidtion  in  this  matter  is  his  let-  D.P.963^ 
ter  to  the  duke  of  Douglas,  a  copy  of  which  is  now  in  procefs. 

At  the  beginning  of  April  it  was  thought  impoflible  to  conceal 
the  marriage  any  longer.  It  became  necefiary  to  inform  the  duke 
of  Douglas  of  it.  Lord  Crawford  generoufly  undertook  to  do  it. 

He  wrote  in  very  ftrong  terms  to  the  duke;  and  inclofed  therein - 964. c. 


*  “That  after  this  converfation  fhe  obferved  by  the  manner  of  lady  Jaije’s  walking  in 
coming  down  the  flairs,  when  going  to  vifit  a  friend,  that  fhe  was  with  child,  as  the  faid  lady 
Jane  Douglas  went  down  flowly  and  with  difficulty,  and  that  her  countenance  was  pale  ; 
“  but  the  deponent  did  not  obferve  any  thing  elfe,  as  fhe  had  on  a  great  whalebone  hoop 
and  a  cloak.’*  •  ,  , 

U  a  let- 
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a  letter  from  lady  Jane.  Her  letter  bears  date  April  the  loth, 
which  lord  Crav»^ford  probably  took  with  him,  when  he  went  to 
Serv.  P.56.D.  the  camp  at  Ruremond  ;  from  which  place  he  wrote  his  letter  to 
the  duke,  a  copy  whereof  he  fent  back  to  lady  Jane,  enclofed  in 
one  to  fir  John  Stewart,  dated  the  20th  of  April.  In  this  letter 
he  exprelfes  his  hrm  belief  of  the  pregnancy,  as  Well  as  his 
high  opinion  of  lady  Jane,  and  fir  John  ;  and  requeRs  the  duke 
in  the  flrongefl  manner  to  be  reconciled  to  the  marriage,  the 
more  efpecially  ‘‘  as  there  were  fuch  vifible  hopes  of  its  being  at- 
“  tended  with  the  natural  confequences  fo  much  longed  for  by  all, 
“  that  are  fond  of  feeing  the  family  of  Douglas  multiply.”  The 

- 24.  A.  ,duke  received  lady  Jane’s  letter,  but  never  anfwered  it.  It  is  not 

certain,  that  he  exprelTed  any  refentment :  he  had  probably  heard 
of  the  marriage  long  before. 

D.  P  '.r/'  .  had  occafion  to  enlarge  her 

— cloaths  a  fecond  time.  The  firft  time  is  without  a  date  :  but  this 
P. P.  50. D,  Tecond  enlargement  is  dated  in  Mademoif,  BleyenheufFt’s  bill  2  cth 
of  April,  and  agrees  with  Mad.  GillelTen’s  evidence,  and  with  what 
Ifabel  Walker  fays,  that  in  the  feventh  month  lady  Jane  quitted 
her  Hays,  and  caufed  jumps  to  be  made.  The  third  enlarging 
was  on  May  the  2 1  ft.  '  °  ^ 

; — .149.  The  purfuers  have  introduced  as  a  witnefs  one  Bufch,  who 

worked  under  Mr.  ImhofF  the  uncle  of  Mademoif.  Bleyenheufft 
He  confirms  what  Ihe  had  faid  in  her  declaration,  (for  the  was  dead' 

- 149-  v.  before  this  procefs  began)  but  adds,  that  his  mafter  Imhoff  fince 

deceafed  and  himfelf  gave  notorial  declarations.  At  the  fame  time 
thefe  declarations  are  not  found ;  and  the  purfuers  infinuate  that 
— -  .50.K.  the  defender’s  people  had  fmuggled  them.  They  can  give  no  reafon 
for  this  imputation.  He  fays  his  prefent  oath  is  conformable  to 
his  declaration;  and  certainly  confirms  Mademoif.  Bleyenheufft’s-* 

- H9->-  He  file ws  indeed,  that  from  that  girl’s  defcription  of  what  Ihe 

law  at  lady  Jane  s,  Ihe  could  form  only  a  very  imperfedi:  idea  of 
her  pregnancy ;  and  indeed  Ihe  fays  not  one  word  about  it  He 
'SO.*-  obferves,  that  Mr.  Imhoff’s  declaration  and  his  own  were  in 
Gerrnan;  which  is  probably  the  reafon  why  .they  were  negledted 
or  loft.  The  purfuers  obferve,  that  widening  of  cloaths  is  no 
proof  of  a  real  pregnancy.  It  is  certainly  no  proof:  but  as  la 
dies  are  ulually  obliged  to  widen  their  cloaths  on  fuch  occafions 
It  became  proper  for  the  defendant  to  mention  it,  and  relieve  the 
purfuers  from  the  trouble  of  dreffing  out  a  prefumptive  argument 

with  whmh  we  IhoulA  certainly  have  been  treated,  if  the  cloaths 
had  not  been  widened. 


SECT. 
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Sea.  s .  Of  Lady  Jane's  Pet  fan  to  the  2\Jl  of  May  1748. 

SECT.  VIII. 

Of  Lady  yane  s  perfon  to  the  of  May  1748. 

ON  the  5th  of  May  there  arrived  at  Aix  no  lefs  than  four  per-  P.P.  464.H. 

Tons,  who  have  fince  appeared  as  witnefl'es  in  this  caufe  : 

Mr  Fullerton  of  Dudwick,  who  efcorted  lady  Wigton,  Mifs  Prim- 
rofe,  and  my  lady’s  woman  Mrs.  Greig. 

That  Mr.  Fullerton  came  with  lady  Wigton,  is  proved  by  a - ^539-f. 

letter  from  lady  Jane  to  Mr.  Haldane.  He  was  eighty-fix  when 
he  gave  his  teftimony  ;  and  depofes,  “  that  in  March  or  April  D.  P.  380.  b. 
“  1748  he  was  a  week  at  Aix  ;  faw  lady  Jane  three  or  four 
“  times,  but  always  in  a  croud  of  company  at  her  own  lodgings.” 

In  this  he  is  miftaken,  for  her  own  lodgings  would  not  hold  a 

croud  of  company,  and  fhe  fcarcely  received  any  body.  He  goes  - s.a. 

on,  “  That  it  did'not  enter  into  his  head  to  imagine  fhe  was  with 
“  child,  nor  was  there  any  converfation  on  that  matter,  being  a 

“  fubjedt  more  proper  for  ladies  than  gentlemen.”  He  is  after - 380. d. 

wards  afked,  **  Whether  lady  Jane  was  drefled  fo  as  to  conceal  her 
“  pregnancy,  or  to  make  a  fhew  or  oftentation  of  it ;  to  which  he 
“  anfwers,  that  lady  Jane  was  dreffed  in  her  ufual  manner,  looked 
“  very  well,  and,  as  he  thought,  fuller,  that  is,  more  plump 
“  and  jolly.”  This  anfwer  is  ftrangely  indeterminate  in  a  cafe  of 
preo'nancy.  As  the  c^ueflion  is  about  drefs,  and  concealing  of  it, 
one*" would  be  apt  to  apply  this  jolly  and  plump  to  lady  Jane’s 
body.  In  this  cafe  Mr.  Fullerton’s  teflimony  is  confirmed  by  the 
other  witneffes.  The  purfuers  to  be  fure  apply  it  to  her  face  ;  in 
.which  cafe  this  gentleman  is  contradidled  by  every  witnefs,  who 
obferved  her  looks  at  this  time. 

Lady  Wigton  died  before  this  procefs  began.  She  was  examined  Serv.  27.  a. 
on  the^fervice,  and  depofes,  “  that  when  fhe  came  to  Aix,  fhe  was 
“  told  by  Mrs.  Hewit,  that  lady  Jane  was  with  child  ;  and  that 
fhe  made  no  obfervations  on  lady  Jane’s  perfon,  not  doubting 
“  the  truth  of  her  being  with  child,  it  being  generally  repotted 
“  in  the  place  by  all  her  acquaintance,  that  fhe  was  fo.” 

It  fhould-be  obferved,  that  lady  Wigton  was  only  examined  on  _i4.f. 
the  fervice  j'ata  time  too,  when  fhe  was  fick,  and.  confined  to  her 
houfe  }  fo  that  her  depofition  was  taken  by  commiffion  :  this 
mi^ht  contribute  to  render  her  teftimony  too  general  and  inex¬ 
plicit.  Her  ladyfhip  indeed  once  knew  a  great  deal  more,  than 
The  has  recolleded  in  her  depofition,  if  credit  may  be  given  to  a 

very  refpedtable  witnefs,  Mr.  Gordon  of  Cowbardy.  ihis  gen-  d.p.  375-^- 
^  U  2  tieman 
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tleman  never  faw  lady  Jane  during  her  pregnancy.  He  came  to 
Aix  foon  after  fhe  had  left  it ;  and  depofes,  “  That  upon  his  ar- 
“  rival  he  immediately  waited  on  lady  Wigton,  when  at  firft 
“  meeting  the  converfation  turned  on  lady  Jane’s  being  witb 
“  child ;  and  lady  Wigton  deferibed  her  ficknefs  and  other  fymp- 
“  toms  in  fuch  a  natural  manner,  that  the  deponent  had  no  rea- 
fon  to  doubt  of  her  being  with  child.”  If  lady  Wigton  did 
not  do  this  from  her  own  obfervation,  it  is  clear  Ihe  had  been 
very  rationally  convinced  of  this  pregnancy  by  thofe,  who  had 
obferved  it. 


'  General  Macelligot,  who  was  then  lady  Wigton’s  admirer,  and 
.  foon  after  her  hulband,  fays,  that  he  is  convinced,  that  lady 
Wigton  had  not  the  lead  doubt  about  lady  Jane’s  being  with 
child;  the  more  fo,  as  flie,  lady  Wigton,  confided  this  as  a 

fecret  to  him,  not  knowing  that  he  was  previoufiy  acauainted 
“  with  it.”  ^ 


Mifs  Primrofewas  only  about  fifteen  years  old  in  the  year  174S 
She  depofes,  “  that,  before  the  had  been  told  that  fir  John  Stew¬ 
art  and  lady  Jane  were*  married,  fiie  was  once  fent  by  lady 
Wigton  to  lady  Jane  ;  that  one  of  lady  Jane’s  maids  took  her 
I  ^  where  lady  Jane  was  putting  on  her  days,  and 

lady  Jane  feemed  to  be  difpieafed  at  the  deponent’s  being  then 
‘‘  brought  into  the  room;  and  as  Ihe  had  before  heard  it  whif- 
‘‘  pered,  that  lady  Jane  was  with  child,  Ihe  obferved  lady  lane’s 

-  perfon  the  more  curioufly;  and  lady  Jane  did  appear  'to  be 
with  child  at  that  time  from  her  bulk  and  appearance,  but  did 

“  not  take  particular  notice  of  her  breafts  :  that  after  this  lady 
“  Wigton  told  he’r,  lady  Jane  was  married  and  with  child  •  and 

-  foe  afterwards  heard  it  fpoke  of  by  Mrs.  Tewis,  and  many 

others.  She  was  not  a  judge  how  far  foe  was  gone  in  her 
pregnancy.  ° 


The  youth  of  this  witnefs,  and  her  fubfequent  attachment  to  th< 
dutchefs  of  Douglas  are  points  not  forgotten  by  the  purfuers.  Ii 
IS  probable,  fte  may  m  other  parts  of  her  evidence  have  faller 
into  a  few  miftakes,  and  related  at  the  end  of  fixteen  years  whai 
Ihe  only  heard  from  others,  inftead  of  what  ihe  obferved  herfelf  • 
but  m  this  inftance  there  feems  no  reafon  to  fufpedt, ,  that  flie  ha' 
related  more  than  Ihe  really  faw :  or  we  may  balance  her  youth 
againft  Mr  Fullerton’s  age,  and  fet  them  both  afide  j  for  the 
weight  of  their  teftimony  is  a  veiy  trifle  to  either  party. 

that  lady  Jane  had  all  the  appearances  of  a  woman  with  child, 

and 
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<*  and  particularly  her  face  had  that  appearance,  infomuch  that 
no  body  but  one  blind  could  have  doubted  her  being  with 
**  child.'”  Being  again  called  in  this  procels,  (he  fays,  th;-''  P.P.  343. 

**  lady  Jane  had  all  manner  of  appearance  of  a  woman  with  child, 
as  formerly  deponed  on  j  and  the  deponent  •  had  no  manner  of 
doubt  of  her  being  with  child,  and  was  indeed  perfectly  cort- 
vinced  and  fatisfied  that  Ihe  was  fo. 

The  purfuers  find  a  remarkable  contrail:  between  thefe  four 
witnefles.  Perhaps  a  difinterefled  perfon  would  fee  only  jufi;  fo 
much  difference,  as  to  know  they  were  not  in  concert.  They  Serv.  27. 
all,  except  Mr.  Fullerton,  who  ftaid  a  week  at  Aix,  depofe,  that 
lady  Jane’s  pregnancy  was  the  frequent  fubjedt  of  converfation  ;  •  •  ^  * 

and  every  one  anfwers  for  the  reft,  that  they  all  believed  lady  Jane 
was  with  child.  ' 

Before  we  quit  Aix,  we  muft  review  what  the  witneffes,  who 
have  feen  lady  Jane  from  the  beginning  of  the  pregnancy,  fay  of 
her  appearance  at  that  time. 

Mrs.  Hewitfays,  that  both  her  belly  and  breads,  particularly  Serv.  n.  c; 
her  breads,  were  fo  remarkably  big,  that  mod  people  thought 
Ihe  was  with  twins.. 

The  following  words  in  Ifabel  Walker’s  depofition  feem  to  ap - 18.  f. 

ply  to  this  time  :  “  She  fays,  that  lady  Jane  was  uncommonly 
“  big  j  and  that,,  from  the  appearance  of  her  belly  and  breads, 
which  the  deponent  had  fo  frequent  occafion  to  fee,  it  was  im- 
poffible  for  her  to  have  been  deceived  or  miftaken  in  the  con- 
dition  oflady  Jane  :  that  lady  Jane  was  naturally  flat-breaded, 

“  and  very  thin ;  but  when  with  child  her  breads  rofe  to  a  great 

«  flze.” _ And  again,  “  That  die  had  frequent  occafion  to  feeP.P.  50.E, 

“  lady  Jane’s  naked  breads  and  belly,  both  before  leaving  Aix 
“  and  after  they  came'  to  Rheims  ;  and  that  the  deponent  has 
“  had  her  hands  on  lady  Jane’s  naked  belly,  and  found  her  with- 
«  live  child  ;  and  that  this  die  would  depofe,  if  die  were  going 
“  to  ftep  into  eternity,  whatever  wretches  may  fay  to  the  con- 

trary  :  that  it  was  not  upon  her  naked  belly  that  die  felt,  when  Min.  3.  u- 
**  die  found  the  child  move,  but  upon  her  diift,  as  die  thinks. 

“  That  the  other  maid  Effy  Caw,  if  die  was  alive,  would  fwear  p.  p.  50.  r, 
to  the  fame  purpofe  as  the  deponent.” 

Mad.  Negrette  depofes,  “  Que  ladi  Jeanne  parut  de  plus  en  d.  P.  35.^- 
plus  a  la  depofante  etre  groffe,  ayant  gros  ventre.”  This  lady 

*  “  That  lady  Jane  appeared  more  and  more  to  the  deponent  to  be  with  child,  having  a 
“  big  belly.” 


was 
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was  much  with  lady  Jane  from  the  middle  of  the  fixth  to  the 
middle  of  the  eighth  month  of  her  pregnancy,  when  (lie  left  Aix. 

Mad.  Tewis,  a  Francifcan  nun  of  the  convent  of  Mariendall, 
daughter  to  Mad.  Tewis,  was  never  trufted  with  the  fecret  of 
D.P.  8.  p.  lady  Jane’s  marriage.  She  depofes,  * Que  dans  les  vifites, 
“  que  ladi  Jeanne  a  faites  ala  depofante,  elle  depofante  a  remarque] 
“  que  la  dite  dame  avoit  tout  a  fait  la  refemblance  d’une  femme 
“  enceinte,  et  que  dans  la  derniere  elle  avoit  fair  d’une  femme 
“  prete  a  accc-ucher.  Mais  la  depofante,  ne  la  f9achant  pas  mariee, 

'  “  n’a  point  donne  place  a  cette  penfee,  mais  a  cru  qu’elle  etoit 
“  hydropique.” 

— -6.B.  Mad  Gillelfen  fays,  that  Mad.  Tewis  paid  an  early  vifit  to  lady 

Jane  on  the  day  of  her  departure.  Mad.  Tewis  herfelf  has  de- 
~!6.d.  dared,  f  Qu’ils  font  partis  le  22  Mai  1748,  jour  auquel  de 
“  bon  matin  Mad.  La  Comparante  voulant  prendre  conge  de 
“  miladi,  &  entrant  dans  fa  chambre  a  I’imprevue,  elle  avoit 
“  troLivee  miladi  en  chemife  en  fortant  du  lit,  et  obfervee  fa  grof- 
“  felfe  fi  extraordinaire,  qu’elle  en  etoit  etonnee.” 

This  declaration  of  Mad.  Tewis  was  taken  before  a  notary  at 
the  requeft  of  lady  Jane  the  6th  of  Augull:  17^0;  and  as  Mad. 
Tewis  died  before  this  procefs  began,  it  has  been  thought  proper 
to  examine  witnelTes  to  her  converfations.  The  witnefles  here  are 
two  gentlemen  of  rank  and  honour,  hr  George  Colquhoun,  and 
colonel  Robert  Douglas,  who  deferve  the  greater  credit,  as  what 
they  relate  is  not  an  accidental  converfation,  but  what  they  learnt 
from  Mad.  Tewis  in  1750,  when  they  vifited  her  with  a  profeft 
intention  to  learn  the  particulars. 

^  29. E.  Sir  George  Colquhoun  depofes,  “  that  in  the  firft  converfation 
he  had  with  Mad.  Lewis,  flie  told  him,  that  during  lady  Jane’s 
“  Ray  in  her  houfe  Ihe,  Mad.  Tewis,  being  frequently  with  her 
of  a  morning,  obferving  her  to  have  the  diforders  which  wo¬ 
men  are  fubjedf  to  wnen  with  child,  the  prefcribed  to  her 
fuch  things  as  llie  had  found  ufeful  to  herfelf  in  that  condition  \ 
'’'^hen  lady  Jane  leit  Aix,  fhe  appeared  to  be  within  fix 


r  deponent,  (he  obferved,  that  the 

laid  lady  had  quite  the  appearance  of  a  woman  with  child  ;  and  that  in  the  lall  vifit  Ihe 
“  had  the  appearance  of  a  woman  ready  to  be  brought  to  ted  ;  but  the  deponent  not 

knovwng  that  Ihe  was  married,  did  not  give  way  to  the  thought,  but  believed  that  Ihe 
“  was  dropfical. 

t  That  they  went  av/ay  the  22d  of  May  1748,  on  which  day  early  in  the  mornino-  (he 

Jane  ;  and  going  into  her  room  unexpededly,  Ihe  found  my 

•<  lhew^furprS‘’at"k.’-  that 


“  weeks 
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weeks  or  two  months  of  her  delivery  ;  and  that  (he,  Mrs. 

**  Tewis,  was  molfly  at  lady  Jane’s  bed-fide  of  a  morning,  and 
“  frequently  had  put  her  hand  upon  lady  Jane’s  belly,  and  found 
“  the  child  or  children  move  ;  and  Mrs.  Tewis  adds,  that  (he 
“  fafely  could,  and  was  refolved  (he  would,  give  her  oath,  thatD.  P. 

“  if  ever  (lie  herfelf  or  any  other  woman  was  with  child,  lady _ 

‘  ‘  Jane  was  with  child,  when  at  Aix  ;  that  fome  days  after  he 
“  returned  to  Mad.  Tewis  with  colonel  Douglas.” 

Colonel  Douglas  depofes,  “  that  at  this  converfation  Mad. 

“  Tewis  faid,  that  (he  had  often  fat  at  lady  Jane’s  bed-fide  of  a _ 

“  morning,  and  had  put  her  hand  upon  her  belly,  and  found 
“  life  i  which  the  deponent  underllood  to  be,  that  (lie  had  found 
“  the  child  move  in  her  belly ;  the  exprelTion  (he  made  ufe  of 
“  being,  Qu’elle  avoit  fenti  la  vie.” 

The  countefs  of  Ballevitz,  with  w'hom  lady  Jane  had  contracted 
a  very  great  intimacy  when  at  Aix-la-Chapelle,  happened  to  be 
at  that  place  about  the  fame  time  with  Sir  George  Colquhoun  and 
colonel  Douglas.  In  a  letter  to  lady  Jane  dated  the  6th  of  March 
I7’5i,  (he  fays,  “  I  have  often  vifited  Mad.  Tewis,  to  hear  her  repeat  Scrv. 
all  that  (he  knew  concerning  you.  She  is  a  very  good  woman,  and 
is  the  more  (incerely  attached  to  you,  as  (he  believes  you  to  be  an 
“  intimate  friend  of  her  daughter,  the  lady  of  colonel  Herbert.  The 
“  evidence,  which  (he  fays  (he  is  in  condition  to  produce  in  fup- 
“  port  of  your  pregnancy,  is  more  than  fufficient  to  fruftrate 
whatever  the  blacked  malice  of  your  enemies  might  invent  to 
“  the  prejudice  of  your  dear  twins  ;  efpecially,  if  (he  takes  mv 
advice,  and  delivers  her  tedimony  before  a  notary,  in  order  to 
“  give  it  the  force  of  an  authentick  depolition.” 

The  purfuers  have  found  no  other  way  of  removing  thefe  drong 
alTertions,  but  by  treating  the  character  of  this  refpeCtable  wit- 
nefs  with  the  mod  unjudifiable  abufe.  They  fay,  that  (he  can¬ 
not  be  believed  in  alTerting,  that  (he  touched  lady  Jane’s  belly 
frequently,  (which  word  is  nothing  but  a  dight  inaccuracy  of 
(ir  George  Colquhoun)  and  that  (he  artfully  concealed  from  thefe 
gentlemen  and  from  the^  public,  that  lady  Jane  lodged  in  other 
houfes  than  in  her’s.  This  charge  is  groundlefs,  as  the  conceal¬ 
ment  itfelf  was  ufelefs  and  impracticable.  They  have  themfelves. 
printed  Lady  Jane’s  letter,  in  which  (lie  requeds  Mrs.  Tewis  to 
give  the  declaration.  In  this  letter,  (which  is  not  printed  in  its 
place,  p.  73,  but  at  1053)  Lady  Jane  a(ks  her  to  fend  a  declaration 
touchant  ma  (ituation  tant  chez  vous,  qu’  apres,  quand  j’etois 

<(  •  With  refpeft  to  my  fituation,  as  well  when  in  your  houfe  as  afterwards,  when  I  was 
<*  obliged  to  live  elfewhere,  to  give  phce  to  the  plenipotentiary.” 

“  obligee 
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obligee  de  loger  ailleurs  pour  faire  place  a  Monf.  le  Henipoten- 
“  tiaire.” 

What  motive  could  die  have  to  fupprefs  a  circumftance,  which 
was  acknowledged  by  the  parties  whom  die  meant  to  ferve  ?  What 
reafon  could  die  have  for  enlarging  her  declaration  with  circum- 
dances,  which  were  acknowledged  to  be  known  I 

There  is  fome  very  particular  reafoning  in  Almonds  book,  p.  loo, 
on  the  fubjedt  of  the  pregnancy  at  Aix.  The  fpeaker  (^)  is  faid  to 
have  alked,  “  If  they  wanted  fully  to  affirm  the  pregnancy  by  the 
“  bed  evidence  that  could  be  expected,  why  apply  only  to  Mad. 

Tewis,  who  was  their  fird  landlady  at  Aix-la-Chapelle,  and  whofe 

**  houfe  they  left  as  early  as  the  5th  of  January  1748,  when  they 
had  Mad.  Scholl  and  Mad.  Gilleden  ;  with  the  lad  of  whom 
“  particularly,  they  lodged  till  2id  of  May  1748,  that  they  fet 
out  for  Paris ;  and  to  whom  therefore,  the  fymptoms  of  preg- 
nancy,  and  more  particularly  the  bulk  of  lady  Jane,  mud  have 
“  been  more  apparent  than  they  poffibly  could  have  been  to  Mad. 

Tewis  ?”  This  would  lead  us  to  believe,  that  Mefdames  Scholl 
and  Gilleflen  fpoke  againd  the  pregnancy,  and  that  Mad.  Tewis 
certified  only  to  5th  January  17485  all  which  is  in  diredt  defi¬ 
ance  to  the  tedimony  of  thefe  three  witnefTes  who  are  quoted.-— 
Mefdames  Scholl  and  Gilleffen  depofe  didindly  for  the  pregnancy 
(which  they  firmly  believe)  as  far  as  they  had  means  of  knowing 
it.  Mad.  Tewis  was  quedioned  with  fincerity  in  preference  to 
them,  becaufe  fhe  knew  the  mod  5  and  die  has  atteded  her  cer¬ 
tain  knowledge  of  the  pregnancy  from  November  1747,  to  the  2  id 
of  May  1748, 

Another  fpeaker  in  the  fame  book  p.  275  {^)  is  made  to  fay,  ‘‘  If  I 
**  could  find  out  a  real  bulk,  when  feen  without  her  cloaths,  it 
would  go  far  to  indrua:  the  defender’s  plea.”  One  would  think 
he  might  have  found  it  in  Mad.  Tewis’s  declaration  5  but  then  he 
adds,  that  Mad.  Tewis  appears  to  have  declared  things  which 
could  not  poffibly  exid  at  io  fallible  adage  of  the  pregnancy;” 
which  is  plainly  the  old  duff  in  the  former  page  new  vamped. 
He  then  adds,  “  It  is  my  opinion,  that  having  been  drawn  in  to 
exprefs  herfclf  too  drongly  upon  this  point  to  fir  George 
‘‘  Colquhoun  and  colonel  Douglas,  die  was  thereby  obliged  to 
repeat  the  fame  afterwards  in  her  judicial  declaration.”  It  hap¬ 
pens  unluckily,  that  her  declaration  was  figned  the  day  before  die 
D.P.  33.  D.  ever  faw  colonel  Douglas.  It  is  true,  that  fir  George  Colquhoun 
had  feen  her  for  the  fird  time  fome  days  before  colonel  Douglas.; 

LordPrelident.  fij  Lord  Kcntiet. 


but 
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but  then  fome  days  were  required  to  prepare  a  notorial  declaration, 
to  which  three  perfons  were  to  concur,  one  of  whom  lived  ten  leagues 
from  Aix  ;  and  whoever  has  the  pleafure  to  know  fir  George,  will 
think  him  the  laft  man  in  the  world  to  engage  a  lady  to  a(ft  didio- 
nourably  at  the  firft  vilit.  No  body  has  puzzled  the  purfuers  agents 
more  than  Mad.  Tewis.  Mr.  Anderfon  has  made  free  with  the  gen¬ 
tleman  laft  quoted  {a)  to  fcreen  his  contradidions  :  at  page  341, 
after  he  had  excepted  to  Mad.  Tewis’s  declaration,  as  incompe¬ 
tent  for  want  of  an  oath,  he  is  made  to  ground  himfelf  on 
a  flight  expreflion  in  fir  George  Colquhoun’s  depofition,  to  raife 
her  private  converfation  above  both  a  declaration  and  an  oath,  and 
to  declare  he  could  have  paid  little  regard  to  her  teftimony,  becaufe 
fhe  has  faid  things  which  are  incredible.  Though  Mad.  Tewis  is  a 
woman  of  no  credit  here,  yet  at  page  345  we  are  told,  that  flie  did 
really  believe  lady  Jane  to  be  with  child^  and  this  convidion  of  Mad. 

Tewis  is  made  the  ground  of  fome  frefli  refledions  on  the  condud 
of  lady  Jane.  And  it  is  clear  from  the  countefs  of  Baflevitz’s  let¬ 
ter,  and  her  advice  to  Mad.  Tewis  to  give  her  declaration  before 
a  notary,  that  what  flie  told  her  was  before  (he  faw  either  flr 
George  Colquhoun  or  colonel  Douglas ;  and  the  circumftance  of 
her  early  viflt  to  lady  Jane,  when  fhe  faw  her  in  her  ftiift  on  the 
2ift  of  May,  is  confirmed  by  Mad.  GillelTen,  in  whofe  houfe  fhe 
then  lived. 

Till  the  writer  of  thefe  papers  had  turned  to  thefe  ftrange  paf- 
fages,  to  which  he  knows  not  how  to  affix  a  name,  he  did  not  think 
it  necefifary  to  mention,  that  it  is  in  proof,  that  Mad.  Tewis  had 
from  the  very  firft  held  the  fame  language  in  her  family  to  her 
children.  The  depofition  of  Mad.  Marie  Therefe  Tewis,  the 
Francifcan,  is  particular.  She  never  went  out  of  her  cloifter,  and 
had  never  been  trufted  with  the  fecret  of  lady  Jane’s  marriage  till  D.P.  9.*. 
after  the  delivery,  which  gave  frelh  occafion  to  fpeak  of  lady 
Jane  :  fhe  depofes,  **  *  Qu’elle  fe  fouvient  de  s’etre  entfetenue 
“  quelque  fois  avec  Mad.  fa  mere  au  fujet  de  la  grofTeffe  &  de 

I’accouchement  de  ladi  Jeanne,  depuis  que  la  dame  Tewis  en 
**  eut  fait  part  a  la  depofante ;  que  la  dame  fa  mere  n’a  jamais 
**  doutee  de  la  grofTeffe  ni  de  I’accouchement  de  ladi  Jeanne, 

**  parceque  elle  en  etoit  bien  informee,  qu’elle  en  avoit  con- 


faj  Lord  Kennet. 


noifTance.” 


*  “  That  ftie  remembers  to  have  talked  fometimes  with  her  mother  about  lady  Jane  Dou- 

**  glas’s  pregnancy  and  delivery,  after  her  mother  had  communicated  it  to  her ;  that  her  mo- 
ther  never  doubted  of  the  pregnancy,  nor  of  the  delivery  of  lady  Jane,  becaufe  (he  wa$ 

X  ,  “  well 
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D.  P.24.E.  **  noiffance.” — Francis  Tewis  her  fon  depofcs,  Que  la  dame 

Tewis,  mere  du  depofant,  ne  lui  a  jamais  dit,  qu’elle  eut  au- 
“  cnne  doute  fur  la  grolTelfe  &  fur  raccouchement  de  ladi 
Jeanne  Douglas,  mais  qu  au  contraire  elle  a  toujours  per- 
“  fide  a  dire  a  depofant,  quelle  ne  doutoit  pas  de  la  groffelfe, 
ni  de  raccouchement.” — And  Mrs.  Herbert  alfo,  daughter  to 
D.P.  1006. G.  Mad.  lewis,  and  widow  of  the  hon.  colonel  Herbert,  in  her  let¬ 
ter  to  the  duchefs  of  Douglas,  fays,  “  I  cannot  recollea  what  is 
‘‘  become  of  my  mother’s  fetter,  (the  letter  inclofing  the  noto- 
rial  declaration)  but  am  politive  h6r  expreffions  were  very  drong, 
“  that  lady  Jane  was  certainly  with  child  at  the  time  die  men- 
‘‘  tioned  ;  fome  mention  was  made  of  a  midwTfe  whether  her 
“  expreffion  was,  as  pofitive  of  it  as  the  bed  midwife  at  Aix 
cotild  be  of  it,  or,  that  die  was  as  pofitive  of  it  as  the  midwife 
herfelf  was,  as  I  have  not  feen  this  letter  of  late,  I  cannot  po- 
fitively  charge  my  memory  which  of  the  two  it  was  ;  from 
“  her  own  experience,  and  the  opportunity  lady  Jane  had  given 
‘‘  her  of  feeing  her  naked  in  bed  with  only  her  diift  on,  die 
“  might  fay  die  was  as  certain  of  it  as  the  bed  midwife  there 
“  could  be  ;  having  had  fo  many  children  herfelf,  and  feen  du¬ 
bious  cafes  of  that  nature,  one  in  particular  of  her  own  daugh- 
ter,  Avho  afterwards  died  in  child-bed  :  I  think  had  my  moftier 
been  in  the  lead  doubt  of  it,  die  would  have  mentioned  it  as  it 
"  appeared ;  and  as  die  mentioned  it  fo  drongly,  I  am  pofitive 
from  the  bed  of  my  remembrance  of  all  die  ever  wrote  to 
me  about  it,  die  pofitively  thought  her  to  be  with  quick  child/' 

SECT.  IX. 

Of  the  Motives  of  the  Family  for  leaving  Aix, 

T  T  is  to  be  obferved  here,  that  lady  Jane’s  marriage  and 
pregnancy  were  communicated  to  Mr.  Douglas  of  Edring- 
ton,  and  to  Mr.  Walter  Colvil,  before  die  left  Aix  :  and  thus 
we  might  hope  to  take  our  leave  of  this  imperial  city ;  but  the 
purfuers  logic  is  clofe  at  the  heels  of  this  unhappy  family  through- 
out.  They  alfert,  that  the  appearances  of  lady  Jane’s  pregnancy 
were  alfumed  all  at  once,  when  die  pretended  to  be  five  months 
gone  with  child ;  that  as  her  refolution  from  the  beginning  was 
to  go  to  Paris,  where  alone  die  could  expe<5t  to  procure  the  chil- 
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knowledge  of  it.”— Fran9ois  Tewis,  her  fon,  depofes,  “That  the 
deponent  s  mother  never  faid  to  him,  that  fhe  had  any  doubt  of  the  pregnancy  or  delivery 
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dren  of  other  people  to  fubftitute  in  place  of  her  own^  her  preg¬ 
nancy  kept  pace  with  the  negotiations  then  going  on  at  Aix 
for  a  general  peace  ;  and  accordingly  fhe  fet  out  for  Paris  the 
moment  that  travelling  into  that  country  was  permitted  to  the 
Englifh. 

As  to  this,  in  the  firft  place,  it  has  been  (hewn  from  the  de¬ 
claration  of  Mad.  Tewis,  the  depofitions  of  the  maids  and  others, 
that  the  pregnancy  was  obferved  from  the  month  of  November 
1747,  when  there  could  be  no  profped:  of  her  being  allowed  to  go 
into  France.  Nay,  it  is  very  remarkable,  that  at  the  very  time  her 
ladylhip  wrote  to  the  duke  of  Douglas,  informing  him  of  her  mar¬ 
riage  and  pregnancy,  there  was  not  the  lead:  appearance  of  a  peace, 
or  of  her  being  allowed  to  go  into  France.  Lord  Crawford,  in 
his  letter  to  the  duke  of  Douglas  dated  the  20th  of  April  1748, 
inclofing  lady  Jane’s  to  the  duke,  writes  thus:  “  As  your  grace  D. P.965. 
“  may  perhaps  incline  to  know  how  things  are  likely  to  turn  out 
here,  I  ihall  venture  to  add,  that  I  am  afraid  the  enemy  will 
have  made  too  great  progrefs  upon  Maeftricht,  before  we  by 
“  the  junction  of  our  troops  and  recruits  become  formidable 
enough  to  interrupt  their  progrefs  in  their  attempt  upon  Maef- 
**  tricht ;  but  I  hope  we  fliall  be  able  to  fruftrate  all  their  other 
**  defigns,  and  perhaps  to  thralh  them  before  the  end  of  the  cam- 
**  paign.”— So  that  at  this  time,  when  the  pregnancy  had  been 
univerfally  obferved  by  every  perfon,  and  when  it  was  communi¬ 
cated  to  the  duke  of  Douglas,  there  certainly  could  be  no  prof- 
pedl  of  their  getting  to  Paris :  and  it  appears  from  Lord  Craw¬ 
ford’s  letter  to  lir  John  Stewart,  that  at  this  time  they  had  re- 
folved  to  leave  Aix,  and  had  applied  to-  his  lordfhip  to  procure 
them  a  pafs  to  go  to  Geneva. 

Again,  the  purfuers  alledge,  that  lir  John  and  lady  Jane  gave  Mem.  pt.  2 
four  reafons  for  leaving  Aix,  which  are  alFedted,  or  abfurd.  ift,  P-  S^* 
Want  of  the  exercife  of  the  Protellant  religion.  —  2d,  Want 
of  better  afliftance  in  her  delivery.  •—  3d,  Left  her  marriage 
fhould  be  known  to  her  brother.  —  And  4th,  The  expenlivenefs  of 
the  place. 

The  ftrft  of  thefe  motives  lhall  be  conlidered  hereafter.  The 
fecond  depends  on  the  teftimony  of  two  ladies  of  falhion ;  one  Serv.  27.  c. 
is  lady  Wigton,  who  depofes,  “  that  Ihe  apprehended,  and  heard 
“  it  faid.”  She  does  not  fay,  from  whom  Ihe  heard  it,  nor  does 
fhe  know  5  and  there  is  no  proof  that  lady  Jane  or  lir  John  ever 
faid  fo, 
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D.  P.  34.  E. 


4.  c. 


Of  the  Motives  of  the  Family  for  leavmg  Aix.  Part  11. 

The  other  lady  is  Mad.  Negrette,  who  fays,  Que  la  dcmoi- 
“  felle  Hewit  lui  a  dit,  que  ladi  Jeanne  devoit  aller  a  Rheims,  on 
“  a  Montpelier  ;  ne  fe  rappelle  point  precisement  laquelle  de'ces 
“  deux  villes  fut  nommee  par  la  demoifelle  Hewit;  croit  plutot, 
“  que  ce  fut  Montpelier,  parceque  la  demoifelle  Hewit  dit  a  la 

depofante,  que  c’etoit  une  ville,  oil  il  y  avoit  des  accoucheurs, 
‘‘  &  oil  la  chirurgie  etoit  plus  en  vogue.”  In  this  palTage  there  is 
not  one  fyllable  about  better  affiflance  ;  only  that  Mrs.  Hewit  faid 
to  her,  that  die  heard  there  was  good  affidance  at  the  place  to 
which  they  intended  to  go.  For  the  red,  one  cannot  think  Mad. 
Negrette  is  very  accurate,  when  die  makes  Mrs.  Hewit  talk  of 
Montpelier,  a  place  die  probably  never  heard  of  in  her  whole  life. 

The  third  motive,  viz.  Led  her  marriage  diould  be  known,  to 
her  brother,  which  the  purfuers  adign  to  lady  Jane,  is  equally 
groLindlefs  with  the  foregoing.  They  quote  nothing  in  fupport 
of  what  they  fay;  but  it  is  fuppofed  that  a  part  of  colonel  Doug¬ 
las’s  depofition  is  to  dand  for  proof.  He  fays,  that  Mrs.  Tewis 
was  afked,  why  lady  Jane  concealed  her  marriage ;  and  that  die 
anfwered,  that  die  had  often  alked  lady  Jane  the  fame  quedion 
who  always  anfwered,  that  her  reafon  was,  die  was  afraid  thereby 
of  lofing  her  brother’s  favour,  and  that  he  might  withdraw  the 
penfion.  This  mod  certainly  was  the  true  reafon  of  lady  Jane’s 
concealing  her  marriage,  and  applied  to  any  time  after  lady  Jane’s 
arrival  at  Aix  till  the  loth  of  April,  when  die  wrote  to  her  brother, 
informing  him  of  the  marriage  and  pregnancy.  The  anfwer  to 
the  next  quedion,  why,  being  married,  die  did  not  choofe  to 
own  her  being  with  child,  is  as  true  :  that  as  die  had  always  con¬ 
cealed  her  marriage,  die  was  unwilling,  and  indeed  unable,  on  ac^ 
count  of  the  inconveniency  of  her  lodgings,  to  receive  the  con-, 
gratulations  or  the  many  people  of  fadiion  then  there ;  and  that 
the  little  money  die  had,  made  her  unwilling  to  day  at  Aix  on  ac¬ 
count  of  the  expences  of  her  delivery. 


^  When  lady  Jane  removed  to  Mad.  Gilleden’s,  die  found  herfelf 
in^a  burgher’s  houlb,  in  mean  and  drait  apartments,  where  die 
could  receive  no  company,  and  where  die  was  adiamed-to  expofe 
her  rank  in  the  fight  of  all  thofe  perfons  of  high  quality,  who 
were  adembled  to  the  congrefs;  and  die  could  afford  no  better; 
Lvery  witnefs  examined  is  ready  to  confirm  what  Mrs.  Flewit 

providonf  about. the  high  price  of  lodgings  and 
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SECT.  X. 

OJ'  Sir  yohn  Stewart's  defign  to  go  to  Genensa, 

*^1^  HERE  is  fofar  from  any  plot  between  them  to  fecrete  them- 
felves  at  Paris,  or  elfewhere,  as  the  purfuers  contend,  that 
there  is  plain  proof,  that  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  were  at  this  time 
very  far  from  agreeing  in  their  fentiments  i  that  while  fir  John 
was  planning  a  journey  to  Geneva,  which  took  place  in  part,  lady 
Jane  was  liftening  to  every  other  propofal,  and  at  lafi;  adted  out  of 
iubmiflion  to  her  hufband,  not  out  of  real  approbation  of  his  fcheme. 
Trom  the  letters,  which  paft:  between  lord  Crawford  and  fir  John 
Stewart  in  April  and  May  1748,  after  his  lordlhip  left  Aix,  it  is 
clear,  that  before  he  left  that  place  about  April  10,  fir  John  and 
lady  Jane  had  mentioned  to  him  their  refolution  of  going  to  Ge¬ 
neva  ;  and  that  he  approved  of  it,  and  agreed  to  fend  fome  fer- 
vants  and' horfes  along  with  them  to  the  end  of  their  journey,, 
which  were  afterwards  to  proceed  to  Milan  to  lord  Garnock,  his 
lordlhip’s  relation.  Had  not  the  journey  been  delayed  by  the 
difficulty  of  procuring  pafibs,  the  bad  v/eather,  and  other  accidents, 
there  would  have  been  no  hurry  or  confuflon.  It  appears  too, 
that  the  name  of  Stewart  was  at  this  time  in  fuch  difrepute  in 
France,  that  the  very  mention  of  it. would  have  been  fufficient  to> 
flop  the  palfes  being  given. 

In  fir  John’s  firft  letter  to  lord  Crawford,  he  fays,  I  happened 
to  meet  Mr.  Montague  this  day,  and  was  talking  to  him  of 
the  pafs  for  L.  J. — Marfhal  Saxe  mufi:  give  the  pafs  for  what- 
^  part  of  France  we  ffiall  have  to  go  through.  My  lady  begs  you* 
would  procure  her  one,  but  it  mufi:  be  in  my  name  for  a  fa- 
mily-.”— laa  fecond  letter  dated.only  the  17th  April,  and  before 
they  had  received  any  letter  from  lord  Crawford,  he  writes, 
“  We  reckon  to  fet  out  to-morrow  fe’nnight,  but  mufi:  necefiarily 
hear  from  you  firfi:,  &c,  and  further,  I  ffiould  be  glad  to  know, 
if  you  continue  the  refolution  of  fending  the  running  footman 
and  horfes  to  Italy,  along  with  us.” 

By  the  firfi:  of  thefe  letters  it  appears,  that  lord  Crawford  was 
privy  to  fir  John’s  defign  before  he  left'  Aix,  otherwife  he  could 
not  provide  the  pafifes,  as  no  mention  is  made  of  the  part  of 
France  they  intended  to  go  through.  By  the  fecond  it  appears,, 
his  intention  lay  towards  Italy,  and  that  lord  Crawford  had  men¬ 
tioned  to  them,  before  his  departure,  his  defign  of  fending  the 
horfes  and  fervants  along  with  them. 


.P.  561.  K.. 

—  562.  A.. 


563.  c. 


*5^  Of  Sir  yoh7t  Stewart's  Defign  Part  II, 

P.P.  564.K-  Sir  John  prefTed  lord  Crawford  for  the  palTes  in  a  third  letter* 
His  lordfhip  anlwers  them  all  in  a  letter  of  the  20th  of  April. 
-  >  565.  c.  He  recommends  to  lady  Jane  to  procure  paffes  in  her  own  name 
from  field-marihal  Bathiani ;  and  adds,  Should  I  mention  the 
“  name  you  intend  to  go  by,  and  your  going  through  France,  I 
know  it  would  be  fufficient  to  flop  its  being  given.’'  He 
fays,  “  I  have  fent  the  footman  I  promifed  with  two  horfes  : 
“  you  will  make  ufe  of  them  to  the  end  of  your  journey,  and  then 
‘‘  let  them  proceed  on  their  journey  to  Milan  to  join  lord  Gar- 
i— S65.r.  “  nock.”  And  in  two  fubfequent  parts  of  this  letter  it  is  faid, 
that  fir  John  intended  to  go  to  Geneva  ;  which  {hews  clearly,  that 
this  place  had  been  mentioned  between  them,  before  lord  Craw¬ 
ford  left  Aix. 


—  567.  c. 

r^s66*  D. 


—  569.  K. 


In  lord  Cratvford’s  letter  of  the  20th  of  April,  the  affair  of  the  pafs 
is  left  wholly  indeterminate ;  yet  in  fir  John’s  anfwer  of  the  24th, 
he  returns  thanks  for  the  pafies.  In  this  letter  fir  John  fays,  “  That 
“  he  and  L.  J.  are  made  happy  by  the  fervant  and  horfes  being  to 
make  the  journey  with  them ;  the  more  eipecially,  that  her 
only  footman  happened  to  be  a  French  deferter,  and  could  not 
‘‘  go  with  her ;  and  that  the  fervant  and  horfes  fhould  be  well 
taken  care  of;  and  fays,  that  he  waits  only  for  better  roads  and 
more^^ favourable  weather  to  purfue  his  journey  into  Switzer¬ 
land.”  And  towards  the  end  of  the  letter  he  fays,  “  In  cafe 
lord  Garnock  fends  the  famous  watch  from  Vienna,  it  will 
“  probably  come  by  fome  of  count  Caunitz’s  meffengers ;  in 
“  which  event  I  fiiould  think,  if  your  lordlhip  fends  word  to 
“  him.  It  might  be  put  into  Florentin's  hands  to  be  brought  to 
‘‘  me  in  Oftober,  when  he  comes  into  Burgundy.”  And  in  ano- 
ther  letter  the  ,2th  of  May,  he  fays,  «  Lady  Jane  fets  out  for  Pais 
de  Veau  Thurfday  next.” 


—  601. t. 


in  a  letter  to  Mr.  Robertfon  at  Rotter- 
dam,  without  date,  but  wrote  about  the  iff  of  May,  afks  him,  if 
he  had,  or  could  procure,  a  correfpondence  with  Geneva;  which 
Ihews  farther  his  intention  of  going  there. 

A  fir  John  feems  to  have  conceived  fome 

doubts,  that  It  was  too  late  for  lady  Jane  to  undertake  fo  long  a 
journey,  and  th^  (he  might  be  obliged  to  ffop  by  the  way :  but 

fLav  J?  Florentin  at  Aix  was 

^  Andrieux  at  Rheims,  on  the  fubjed:  of 

gings  at  Rheims.  We  mufl;  take  this  on  the  credit  of  the  pur- 
fuers  memorial.  Mr.  Florentin’s  letter  is  not  found ;  and  thoughMr. 

An- 


Sedt.  lO,  to  go  to  Geneva, 

Andrieux’s  anfwer  of  the  2 2d  of  May  is,  as  we  arc  afTured,  in  pro- 
cefs,  it  is  not  printed ;  but  inftead  of  the  original  we  are  treated 
with  a  tranllation  of  one  paffage.  By  this  paifage  it  appears,  that 
Mr.  Andrieux  was  not  told  how  long  they  would  ftay ;  whether 
they  would  have  lodgings,  or  a  houfe  to  themfelves ;  or  whe¬ 
ther  they  would  board  as  well  as  lodge.  Mr.  Florentin’s  en¬ 
quiry  was  a  blind  one.  Sir  John  treated  it  as  of  little  confe- 
quence ;  for  he  fet  out  from  Aix,  before  Mr.  Andrieux’s  anfwer 
was  written. 

The  purfuers  memorialift  obferves  fhrewdly,  that  there  was  no 
hint  in  Mr.  Florentin’s  letter,  that  lady  Jane  was  with  child,  nor 
of  her  intention  of  going  to  Geneva.  This  obfervation  we  are  to 
take  on  trufl,  as  the  letter  is  not  printed ;  and  it  is  difficult  to 
conceive  what  ufe  is  to  be  made  of  it.  The  purfuers  admit  that 
the  pregnancy  was  generally  believed  at  Aix  :  either  therefore  Mr. 

Florentin  did  not  think  it  worth  mentioning,  which  is  probable ; 
or  he  artfully  concealed  it,  and  then  we  have  one  accomplice 
more,  which  no  one  will  believe ;  or  perhaps  Mr.  Florentin  did 
not  know  any  thing  of  it,  as  this  is  the  firfl  time  he  is  mentioned 
as  the  acquaintance  or  agent  of  fir  John  Stewart. 

Another  accident  happened  about  this  time,  which  fir  John  p.p.  750.  f, 
Stewart  relates  in  a  letter  to  lord  Crawford  the  1 9th  of  May.  There 
was  a  difficulty  of  procuring  paffes  for  the  horfes  to  go  through 
France,  and  he  had  been  aflured  by  Mr.  Chavan,  that  the  befl 
and  fafefl  way  of  fending  horfes  to  Milan  to  lord  Garnock  was 

through  Germany.  He  therefore  declines  taking  them  with  him,  _ 571.  a, 

and  adds,  I  fhall  trouble  my  good  lord  with  a  long  letter  from 
“  our  firfi:  halt and  fays,  Lady  Jane  begs  you  would  mind 
“  your  promifed  vifit,  wherever  fhe  happens  to  pitch  her  tent.’* 

And  in  another  the  next  day,  the  20th  of  May,  he  tells  his  lord- 
fhip,  that  the  young  bay  was  fick,  and  unable  to  undergo  the  572. 
journey  5  and  that  they,  lady  Jane  and  himfelf,  fet  out  to-morrow 
morning  for  Liege.  In  a  letter  from  fir  John  to  lord  Crawford, 
dated  Rheims,  9th  of  June  1748,  he  fays  they  arrived  there  yef- 
terday.  “  Her  (lady  Jane’s)  liking  the  place,  with  fome  other  rea-  ^  ^-2.  j, 

**  fons  againfl  fatiguing  journies,  have  determined  her  making 
**  halt  for  fome  time.  We  flatter  ourfelves,  if  the  peace  goes  on, 

**  with  fome  hopes  of  feeing  you  on  your  way  to  Barege,  fhould 
“  it  be  needful.” 

By  thefe  letters  it  appears,  that  fir  John  Stewart  did  adlually 
fet  out  from  Aix  with  an  intent  to  go  on  to  Geneva,  according  to 

apian 
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1 6o  Of  Lady  Jane's  hiteiition  to  Ik  in  privately.  Part  If. 

a  plan  he  had  formed  in  the  beginning  of  April ;  that  at  the  fame 
time  he  had  been  told,  that  the  journey  was  rather  long  in  lady 
Jane’s  then  iituation,  and  was  uncertain  but  he  might  flop  for 
fome  time  at  Rheims,  a  town  of  fome  note  in  the  diredt  coach- 
road  to  Geneva,  and  which  they  had  been  told  was  very  cheap  • 
but  that  it  was  not  till  they  had  found  from  experience  the  incon¬ 
venience  of  travelling,  that  they  finally  refolved  to  remain  there 
till  after  the  delivery ;  and  that  lord  Crawford  was  privy  to  all 
this  from  the  beginning.  All  this  pafies  with  the  purfuers  for  ar¬ 
tifice  and  deceit  ^  and  that  fir  John  s  private  intention  was  to  go  to 
Paris.  But  had  every  other  word  in  their  memorial  been  true, 
it  would  never  have  prevailed  on  a  reafonable  man  to  believe,  that 
fir  John  could  have  carried  his  hypocrify  fo  far,  as  to  be  fo  anxious 

with  lord  Crawford  to  procure  pafies  for  them  to  go  to  Geneva _ to 

have  borrowed  his  fervant  and  horfes,  and  fuffer  them  to  be  fent 
to  him,  and  to  have  exprelTed  his  fatisfadion  at  their  being  fent, 
and  to  have  undertaken  to  fend  them  forward  to  Lord  Garnock  at 
Milan—to  have  preffed  his  lordfihip  to  fend  his  watch  by  Mr. 
Florentin  to  that  country  j  and  to  have  wrote  to  his  banker  for 
a  credit  upon  a  perfon  at  Geneva,  unlefs  he  had  a  real  intention 
of  going  thither.—If  there  is  a  plot  here,  lord  Crawford  is  clearly 
an  accomplice.  The  purfuers  had  better  fpeak  out,  and  facrifice 
one  charader  more  to  the  fhrine  of  St.  Ignace. 


SECT.  XI. 

I  » 

Q/'  Lady  yanes  intention  to  lie-in  privately. 


T  ET  us  now  look  back  upon  lady  Jane.  When  this  fcheme 
^  was  firil  mentioned  in  the  beginning  of  April,  it  is  probable 

.  flie  approved  it  j  but  the  unexpefted  delay  of  getting  the  oafs 
made  her  change  her  mind.  *  °  ^ 

Serv.p..f.c.  Lady  Wigton  depofes,  “  that  lady  Jane  wrote  to  her  from 
Rheims,  and  both  then  and  before  leaving  Aix-la-Chapellefol- 
"  licited  the  deponent  to  come  and  live  at  the  fame  place  with 
them.  ’  Here  is  a  propofal  made  after  the  cth  of  May  to 
fettle  any  where  with  lady  Wigton  :  it  is  a  proof  that  lady  lane 
I  T'' undetermined  where  to  go  ;  and  there  was  no  plot,  but  what 

lady  Wigton  was  invited  to  obferve. 


"  6.  c. 


Mad.-Negrette,  who  came  to  Aixjuft  as  the  lodgings  were 
changed,  depofes,  ••  Qu'elle  a  dit  a  la  demoifelle  Hewit,  pSurquoi 

miladi 


SecH:,  1 1  •  0^  Lady  ^ane  s  Intentio7i  to  lie  in  privately.  1 6 1 

“  miladi  n’alloit  pas  faire  fes  couches  a  Bruxelles  ?  et  que  fi  elle 
“  depofante  s  y  trouveroit  dans  ce  terns  la,  elle  feroit  charmee  de 
lui  rendre  fes  foins,  et  de  1  avoir  chez  elle  She  adds,  that 
this  was  an  offer  of  politeffe  :  but  Mrs.  Hewit  took  it  in  earned:, 
and  fays,  that  lady  Jane  would  have  gone  to  Bruffels  to  be  deliver-  Serv.  p.  h.b, 
ed  in  her  houfe,  had  not  that  lady’s  hufband  been  called  to  Vienna 
to  take  poffefTion  of  the  office  of  one  of  the  minifters  ;  and  his 
lady  was  obliged  to  follow  him.  Here  is  a  fecond  proportion  ac¬ 
cepted  of,  equally  inconfiftent  with  the  journey  to  Geneva,  and 
the  notion  of  a  plot  to  fuppofe  children. 

The  next  propofa:!  fhall  be  ftated  in  the  words  of  fir  George 
Colquhoun,  though  the  principal  circumftances  are  mentioned  by 

Mad.  Tewis,  and  Mr.  Jofeph  Tewis,  grand  bailiff  of  the  count  d.  p.  i6  b. 
de  Salme.  - 17. a. 

Sir  George  Colquhoun  depofes,  that  Mrs.  Tewis  told  him,  - 30.  a. 

**  that  as  the  time  of  lady  Jane’s  delivery  approached,  fhe  ob- 
ferved  her  lefs  chearful  and  more  penfive  than  ufual  3  and  upon 
‘‘  her  afking  the  reafon  thereof,  lady  Jane  told  her,  that  the 
thing,  which  gave  her  uneafinefs,  was  the  thoughts  of  being 
“  delivered  at  Aix,  and  thereupon  receiving  the  compliments  of 
congratulation  of  the  people  of  rank  refiding  there  on  account 
**  of  the  congrefs,  and  to  whom  fhe  had  not  notified  her  mar- 
riage:  upon  which  Mrs.  Tewis  told  her,  that  in  order  to  avoid 
“  that  difficulty,  fhe  would  caufe  a  clergyman,  a  relation  of  hers, 

“  (Mr.  Jofeph  Tewis)  who  was  fadtor  for  a  German  nobleman, 

“  (the  count  of  Salme)  who  had  a  country-houfe  fome  leagues 
from  Aix,  (the  caftle  of  Bedbur)  where  he  did  not  generally 
refide,  and  who  was  then  at  fome  diftance  in  another  part  of 
“  Germany,  to  write  to  that  nobleman  for  the  ufe  of  his  caftle 
to  lady  Jane  for  lying-in.”  Mr.  Tewis  did  write  to  count 
Salme,  who  was  then  at  Vienna ;  but  the  count’s  permiffion  did 
not  arrive,  till  lady  Jane  had  left  Aix.  Sir  George  proceeds, 
that  Mad.  Tewis  further  faid,  “  that  upon  this  propofal  lady  Jane 
“  appeared  to  be  perfectly  eafy,  and  continued  fo  for  fome  time  j 
and  when  Mrs.  Tewis  thought,  there  was  no  obftacle  to  her 
‘‘  propofal  taking  place,  Mr.  Stewart  in  lifted,  that  lady  Jane 
“  fhould  go  to  the  fouth  of  France  to  be  delivered.  She  added, 
that  as  fhe  was  prefent  at  the  confultations  between  lady  Jane 
“  and  Mr.  Stewart,  fhe,  Mrs.  Tewis,  remonftrated  earneftly. 


*  “  That  flie  faid  to  Mrs.  Hewit,  Why  did  not  lady  Jane  go  to  Bruflels  to  lie  in  ?  and  if 
(he,  the  deponent,  was  there  at  the  time,  Ihe  Ihould  be  happy  to  take  care  of  her;-  and 
**  to  have  her  in  her  houfe.” 

with 
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Of  theyourney  from  Aix  towards  Geneva i  Part  11. 

“  with  tears  in  her  eyes,  againfl:  what  fhe  thought  fuch  a  piece  of 
“  madnefs  and  inconfiftency,  as  for  a  perfon  of  lady  Jane’s  rank 
“  to  undertake  fuch  a  journey  in  the  condition  the  then  was  ; 
“  but  that  all  fhe  could  fay  could  not  prevent  Mr.  Stewart’s  teaz- 
“  ing  lady  Jane  into  a  compliance.” 

SECT.  XII. 

Of  the  journey  from  Aix  towards  Geneva. 

XT  was  thus,  that  lady  Jane  was  hurried  away  from  her  friends 
by  the  importunate  requefl  of  the  hufband  of  her  choice,  with¬ 
out  any  other  precaution  than  a  letter  of  recommendation  to  Mr. 
Andrieux  of  Rheims,  where  it  was  believed  fhe  might  be  obliged 
to  flop  ;  and  a  letter  of  credit  for  1979  livres  5  fols  addreffee  f  la 
veuve  Taffn  &  Fils,  banquiers  a  Paris,  dated  two  days  before  fhe 
fet  out.  MefT.  Khar,  who  gave  the  credit,  fay,  ^  “  Cette  dame 
ne  paffera  peutetre  pas  a  Paris ;  from  whence  the  purfuers  can¬ 
didly  and  grammatically  conclude,  flie  meant  to  go  thither.  But 
the  word  ‘‘peutetre”  fhould  be  in  a  parenthefis  :  it  is  a  mere  cafual 
conjedure.  The  defign  of  having  credit  on  a  great  houfe  at  Paris 
arofe  plainly  from  the  uncertainty  of  the  time  or  place,  in  which 
they  fhould  want  the  money.  This  credit  was  negotiable  every¬ 
where  in  France,  or  at  Geneva  ;  a  credit  upon  a  fmall  houfe  in  a 

provincial  town  had  been  of  ufe  only  in  the  neighbourhood  of  that 
particular  place. 

Thefe  three  inflances  fufficiently  fhew,  that  lady  Jane  was  in 
no  plot  at  this  time.  ^  Let  it  be  faid  ever  fo  often,  that  Sir  John 
and  lady  Jane  were  in  a  fcheme  to  deceive  Mad.  Tewis,  there 
flill  remain  the  tranfacflions  with  lord  Crawford,  Mad.  Negrette 
and  lady  Wigton,  in  which  there  could  be  no  deceit,  unlefs  they 
were  in  the  fecret.  ^  Lady  Jane’s  behaviour  does  honour  to  her 
characffer,  and  merits  the  euloge,  which  one  has  given  it  who 
knew  her  at  this  time  :  •<  E/k  Hoit  fort  aimable,  douce  comme  un 
Jlnge.  Her  letters  to  Scotland  are  in  the  fame  fpirit.  In  a. 
letter  to  Mr.  Hamilton,  minifter  at  Douglas,  dated  Rheims  March 
the  26th  1749,  Ihe  writes,  “  When  I  left  Aix  laft  fummer  I  fet 
_  “  out  for  Switzerland  upon  the  Lake  of  Geneva,  where  I  propofed 
to  have  found  a  double  advantage,  a  cheap  country,  and  the 
“  free  exercife  of  the  Proteftant  religion  ;  but  found  I  was  unable 
“  to  make  fo  long  a  journey  in  the  ftate  I  was  then  in,  fo  was 
‘‘  neceffitate  to  Hop  here.”  The  fad,  that  Ihe  did  fet  out  for 
Switzerland,  is  as  fully  proved,  as  any  intention  can  be,  by  fir 

*  Would  not  perhaps  go  to  Paris,” 
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John’s  letters  written  at  the  very  time.  There  is  not  one  hint 
of  a -change  of  refolution  before  they  fet  out,  though  there  was  a 
flight  piovilion  made,  in  cafe  they  fhould  be  obliged  to  flop  at 
Rheims.  It  is  plain,  that  lady  Jane  undertook  the  journey  con¬ 
trary  to  her  judgment ;  and  there  is  nothing  in  proof  to  hinder  us 
from  believing,  that  the  religious  principle,  which  flie  mentions 
in  this  letter,  and  thofe  which  flie  wrote  to  Mr.  Haldane  6th 
of  September  1747  and  12th  of  May  1748,  and  to  lady  Mary  P.  P.  ^7.  i. 
Hamilton  2d  of  April  i749>  was  a  powerful  motive  to  engage  ~ 
her  to  comply  with  fir  John  Stewart.  The  purfuers  remind  us  on  I 
this  occafion,  that  Roman  catholicks  frequently  thought,  that  flje 
was  not  far  from  them.  They  would  do  well  to  remember,  that 
a  good  heart  is  at  peace  with  all  the  world;  and  that  thofe,  who 
know  the  value  of  religion  to  their  own  minds,  are  the  lafl  to  dif- 
turb  the  religion  of  their  neighbours. 

One  of  the  fpeakers  in  Almon’s  book  is  faid,  p.278  {a)  to  have  found 
out,  that  they  fuddenly  left  Aix  under  the  pretence  of  the  “  imminent 
‘‘  hazard  of  an  approaching  delivery.”  One  may  reafonably  afk, 
where  this  perfon  dipt  for  intelligence  ?  It  is  in  proof,  that  they 
intended  to  leave  Aix  near  two  months  before  they  left  it ;  and  as 
there  is  no  proof  of  pregnancy  before  the  beginning  of  November 
1747,  there  was  no  great  hazard  of  a  delivery  before  the  end  of 
July  1748. 


Sir  John  Stewart,  in  an  apology  for  his  conduct  to  the  dutchefs 
of  Douglas  dated  the  30th  of  January  1759,  fays,  ‘‘Debts  and  my 
“  brother’s  unkindnefs  made  it  impolfible  for  us  to  fuflain 

“  the  expence  of  a  family  in  Scotland;  fo  we  determined - 562.5. 

“  to  go  to  France  (which  was  true) ;  there  we  went  after  taking 
“  the  feafon  of  Aix  and  Spa”  (which  was  true  too).  All  that  is 
amifs  here  is,  that  flr  John  negledts  to  mention  his  intention  of 
going  to  Geneva,  which  he  never  executed,  and  which  would 
have  gained  him  as  little  credit  with  the  dutchefs,  as  it  had  for¬ 
merly  done  with  Mad.  Tewis.  The  purfuers  with  the  fame  art 
quote  this  letter  in  their  table  of  contents,  as  a  proof  that  flr  John  p.  5. 
never  intended  to  go  to  Geneva,  in  defiance  of  all  the  letters  writ¬ 
ten  at  the  very  time,  which  prove  that  intention. 

We  have  now  at  length  done  with  Aix ;  and  fliewn  that  the  de¬ 
fender’s  proof  of  his  mother’s  pregnancy  at  this  place  is  as  full  and 
compleat  as  poflible;  and  that  the  purfuers  have  not  proved  a  Angle 
objedlion  to  the  teftimony  of  any  one  of  the  witneflfes ;  and  that 
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fir  John  and  lady  Jane’s  condud  was  open,  uniform,  and  natural 
throughout,  upon  the  fuppofal  of  lady  Jane’s  being  really  with 
child  but  inconfiftent  and  abfurd,  if  the  appearances  of  preg¬ 
nancy  were  affumed.  Sir  John  and  lady  Jane  (who*is  from  hence 
generally  called  Mad.  Stewart  by  the  French  witneffes)  fet  out 
P.P.*4i9.*K.  from  Aix  the  2ifl  of  May,  and  arrived  at  Liege  the  fame 
■  evening. 

D.p.  loio.A.  In  the  Condefcendance  of  Fads,  and  in  the  Monitoire  we  are 
told,  that- they  difmifled  their  man-fervant  at  Liege;  which  is 

- 7-  F-  falfe. — He  left  them  j  and  the  reafon  of  his  leaving  them  was  well 

known  by  Mad.  Gilleflen. — It  was,  becaufe  he  was  a  French  de- 
ferter,  and  dared  not  follow  them  into  France.  The  widow  of 
this  fervant  has  been  found,  and  depofes,  that  fir  John  was  fo' 

- 19.  A.  far  from  difmiffing  her  hulband,  that  fir  John  and  lady  Jane 

prelTed  him  to  go  along  with  them,  and  afterwards  wrote  to  him, 
earnehly  defiring  him  to  come  after  them,  and  offering  to  follicit 
his  difcharge  ;  fo  that  there  was  no  plot,  but  what  he  was  invited 
to  witnefs.  She  mentions  too,,  that  her  hufband  told  her,  lady 
Jane  was  with  child,  when  flie  left  Aix.  The  pretended  difmif- 
lion  of  this  fervant,  Pierre  Quibel,  was  once  brought  by  the  pur- 
fuers  as  a  ftrong  prefumptive  argument  of  a  plot. 

SECT  XIIL 

Oy' Lady  "Janes perfon  at  Liegei. 

^  I  '  LI  L  hr.lT:  witneffes  to  the  pregnancy  at  Liege  were  Mr.  and 
Mad.  Lambinon.  Mr.  Lambinon  had  been  fervant  to  lady- 
Jane  and  fir  John  Stewart  at  the  Hague,  Utrecht,  and  Aix,  from. 
November  1746  to  September  1747 ;  when  he  left  Aix,  and  retired', 
to  Liege,  and  married.  When  the  company  arrived  at  Liege,. 
Mrs.  Hewit  paid  an  early  vifit  to  her  old  acquaintance,  and  told 
him,  that  lady  Jane  was  with  child^  and  going  to  Rheims  to  lie 
in  ;  which-  furprifed  him,  as  it  was  the  hrd  news  he  had  heard  of 
’43-®-  the  marriage.  He  and  his  wife  waited  upon  lady  Jane  the  next 
day,  and  they  both  obferved  the  pregnancy.  Mr.  Lambinon  fays, 

‘‘  Quelle  etoit  groffe  beaucoup,  ce  qu’il  a  juge  par  la  groffeur 
ventre.”— Mad.  Lambinon  fays,  “  Que  fa  grofTeffe  paroif- 
^  “  foit  extremement.”— They  faw  lady  Jane  but  once. 

Mr.  Byres  of  Tonly  was  acquainted  with  lir  John  Stewart  at 
the  Hague.  He  now  faw  lady  Jane  frequently  during  her  flay  at. 

•  ‘‘  That  (he  was  very  big  with  child,  which  he  judged  by  the  bulk  of  her  belly.” _ Mad; 

Lambinon  fays,  “  That  her  pregnancy  appeared  extremely.” 

Liege 
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Liege  ;  and  depofes,  That  to  him  fhe  had  the  appearance  of  a  D.  P. 

‘‘  woman  with  child,  and  big  with  child.  He  was  as  much  fa- _ 

tisfied  of  her  being  with  child,  and  heavy  with  child,  as  ever  he 

“  was  with  -being  fo  with  refped  to  any  other  woman.  He _ 

“  anfwers  for  the  general  belief  of  all  the  Britifh  perfons  then 
“  at  Liege.” 

Mr.  Greme  of  Garvock  fjiw  lady  Jane  at  Liege,  but  could  make _ 

no  obfervation  on  her  perfon  on  account  of  her  loofe  drefs,  and 
that  he  did  not  look  at  her  with  that  view.  He  afterwards  heard- 
fhe  was  with  child,  and  going  to  lie  in  at  fome  place  in  France. 

The  chevalier  Douglas  was  a  prifoner  in  Scotland  in  1746, _ 

W'hen  he  became  acquainted  with  lady  Jane  ;  he  faw  her  at  Liege  5 

and  depofes,  “  Qu’il  vit  ladi  Jeanne  avec  toutes  les  apparences  de - 

groliefle,  bien  marquees  par  les  traits  de  fon  vifage,  par 
Tenfleur  de  fon  ventre;  &  qu’il  n’a jamais  vu  femme  qui  eut 
plus  les  marques  de  groflefle ;  qu’il  y  fit  plus  d  attention  a  caufe, 

**  qwe  quand  il  vit  ladi  Jeanne  en  Ecofie,  elle  etoit  d’une  taillefort. 

“  mince  \  6c  comme  elle  etoit  petite,,  cela  faifoit  paroitre  plus  fa 

grolTeffe.” — The  chevalier  Douglas  adds  further,  “  Que  le  col. _ 

Stewart  lui  dit,  qu’il  alloit  prendre  une  maifon  a  Rheims ;  a 
quoi  le  depofant  repondit,  qu’il  vaudroit  mieux  conduire  ladi 
**  Jeanne  a  Paris,  ou  elle  pourroit  avoir  tous  les  fecours  neceffaires 
“  pour  £bn,  accouchement  j  6c  il  dit  en  meme  terns,  que  cela' 

“  etoit:  plus  necelTaire  a  caufe  de  Page  avancee  de  miladi  jeanne 
“  que  le  colonel  repondit  a  la  propofition  fufdite,  qu’il  avoit  bien 
“  d’envie  de  conduire  ladi  Jeanne  a  Paris,  mais  qu’il  craignoit,. 

“  que  I’argent  ne  lui  manquat.”  This  is  the  firft  hint  in  procefs> 
of  any  advice  or  intention  of  going  to  Paris* 

Mr.  and  Mrs.  Hepburn  of  Keith  were  the  perfons,  with  whom*, 
lady  Jane  was  the  moft;  intimate  at  Liege. 

Mr.  Hepburn  depofes,  “  That  (he  appeared  to  be  further  gone  serv. 
with  child,  than  when  he  faw  her  at  Aix ;  and>  that  /he  en- 
deavoured  to  conceal  her  bignefs  in  the  belly  by  a  loofe  drefs. 


*  “  That  he  faw  lady  Jane  with  all  the  appearances  of  pregnancy,  very  vifible  by  the  fea- 

**  tures  of  her  face,  and  the  bulk,  of  her. belly  ;  and  that  he  never  faw  a  woman,  who  had 
“  more  the  appearance  of  being  with  child  ;  that  he  took  the  more  notice  of  it,  becaufe, 
“  when  he  faw  lady  Jane  in  Scotland, .  Ihe  was  very  thin  ;  and  as  Ihe  was  little,  this  made 

her  pregnancy  the  more  remarkable - that  colonel  Stewart  told  him,  that  he  was  going> 

**  to  take  a  houfe  at  Rheims  ;  to  which  the  deponent  anfwered,  it  would  be  better  to  carry 
“  lady  Jane  to  Pari?,  where  (he  could  have  all  neceffary  affiftance  at  her  delivery,  And  he 
“  faid  at  the  fame  time,  that'thb  was  the  more  neceffary  on  account  of  her  advanced  age. 
“  To  which  propofition  tbe  colonel  anfwered,  that  he  had  a  great. inclination  to  carry  lady.’ 
**  Jane  to  Paris,  but  that  he  was  afraid  he  might  want  money.” 


“  whicHi 
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which  flie  wore.  He  adds,  that  fir  John  told  him,  the  was 
“  going  to  Paris  to  lie  in.” 

Mrs.  Hepburn  depofes,  “  That  when  (he  faw  lady  Jane  at 
Liege,  (lie  appearedy'i^i?  Itke  a  clue,  w'ith  a  capuchin  about  her 
“  which  (he  commonly  wore,  and  feemed  to  have  no  affeaation 
“  difcover  her  being  with  child  :  that  one  morning 

(lie  faw  lady  Jane  fitting  upon  her  bed-fide,  without  her  gown 
“  and  her  waiftcoat  laid  about  her;  that  her  breads  were  quite, 
expofed,  and  that  from  what  the  deponent  obferved  of  them 
It  was  impolfible,  that  any  perfon,  who  faw  her  in  that  fitiia- 
tion,  could  doubt  of  her  being  with  child  :  that  this  was  the 
more  oolervable  to  the  deponent,  that  when  (he  faw  her  at  the 
Hague,  (he  was  a  thin  and  (lender  woman,  in  fo  far  as  that  (he 
fcarce_  appeared  to  have  any  breafts  at  all  ;  that  the  deponent 
came  m  by  furprize  upon  lady  Jane  in  the  morning  abovemen- 
tioned.  —Being  farther  examined  in  this  procefs,  Mrs.  Hep¬ 
burn  explains,  by  what  accident  (he  came  into  lady  lane’s 
room  on  the  morning  of  her  departure;  and  adds,  That 
.  being  one  day  in  a  coach  with  lady  Jane,  a  beggar,  who  ap- 
..  P^^d  'o  the  deponent  to  have  his  nofe  flat  upon  his  face, 
preftnted  himlelf  before  the  coach  for  charity ;  and  to  that  fide 
of  the  coach  where  fir  John  and  the  deponent  fat  :  that  fir  John 
in  a  violent  paffion  ruflied  out  of  the  coach,  and  turned  the 
man  about,  left  lady  Jane,  who  with  .Mrs.  Hewit  fat  on  the 
other  fide  of  the  coach,  (hould  fee  him  ;  that  lady  Jane  alked  in 
a  great  hafte,  what  was  the  matter,  which  the  deponent  told 
her  laughing,  faying,  that  it  was  a  man  with  a  (liocking  af- 
peift  :  lady  Jane  anlwered,  I  wonder  you  laugh,  for  I  think  it 
IS  the  raoft  impious  thing  I  ever  faw  in  my  life  ;  and  that  lady 

and  chid  Mr.  Stewart  for  it  when  he  came  into  the  coach  ex-  . 
«  tb  1  T  c  ^  ^  r  f°'"e‘hing  extraordinary  :  and  fays, 

“  Rhlimlf’  ■ 

Mr.  Hepburn  depofes,  that  his  wife  told  him  the  circumftance 
of  the  beggar  the  night  it  happened  ;  and  that  he  underftood,  fir 
John  had  done  this  on  account  of  lady  Jane’s  being  with  child. 

Thefe  evidences  with  refpeit  to  the  pregnancy  may  fpeak  for 
themfelves  \Vith  regard  to  other  points,  it  may  be  right  to  maki 

col  appear  to  have  lived  in  fuch 

concord,  that  though  they  are  for  the  moil:  part  examined  to  fuch 

circum- 
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circumftances,  as  pafied  under  the  view  of  the  perfon  who  depofed 
to  t  em,  yet  we  may  reafonably  prefume,  and  know  in  part,  that 
what  was  obferved  by  one,  was  immediately  known  to  the  other. 

Ml.  Hepburn  fays,  lir  John  Stewart  told  him,  he  was  going  to 
^aris.  Mrs.  Hepburn  afferts,  they  went  to  Sedan.  Had  fir  John 
btewart  told  Mr.  Hepburn  that  he  was  going  to  Paris,  while  he 
went  fecretly  another  way,  it  would  have  given  room  for  fufpi- 
cion  of  fome  defign  :  but  when  we  fee,  that  he  adls  openly  and 
ingenuoufly,  and  communicates  to  Mr.  Hepburn  the  fcheme  of 
going  to  Paris,  which  had  been  juft  before  fuggefted  by  the 
chevalier  Douglas,  and  fcarce  adopted  in  his  own  mind,  can  we 
believe,  that  this  inconfiderate  man  had  any  plot  in  his  head, 
efpecially  when  we  fee  after  all,  that  he  publickly  took  a  different 
road,  doubly  inconvenient,  both  for  his  purle  and  fecurity  ?  If  he 
had  a  ftcret  ddign  to  execute  at  Paris,  there  is  a  good  publick  D.  P.460. e 
voiture  from  Liege  to  Paris,  by  the  way  of  Bruftels ;  none  to  Se¬ 
dan,  or  Rheims ;  and  the  exhibiting  lady  Jane  at  Rheims  before 
the  fcheme  was  executed,  was  a  certain  method  to  render  it  abor¬ 
tive.  It  is  plain  there  could  be  no  formed  defign.  Sir  John  be¬ 
gan  to  feel,  what  all  the  women  had  felt  long  before,  the  neceffity 
of  ftopping  in  France,  till  lady  Jane  was  delivered  ^  and  propofed 
to  ftay  at  Rheims  till  after  the  delivery.  The  advice  however  of 
chevalier  Douglas,  and  the  dangers  he  mentioned  of  lady  Jane’s 
being  delivered  there,  governed  him  for  a  day ;  he  then  refumed 
his  old  plan,  and  went  on  to  Rheims  in  his  way  to  Geneva. 

The  purfuers  infift,  both  in  their  memorial,  and  in  their  table  Mem.  pt.  2. 
of  contents  prefixed  to  their  proof,  that  there  was  a  great  affedta-  P*^9* 
tion  of  ftiewing  lady  Jane  at  Liege,  becaufe  it  feems  fir  John  and 
Mrs.  Hewit  invited  their  old  friends  the  chevalier  Douglas  and 
Lanibinon  to  come  and  fee  her  :  but  this  is  afterted  in  dired:  con- 
tradidion  to  three  credible  witneftes,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Hepburn, 
and  Mr.  Greme,  as  may  be  obferved  above. 

It  appears  by  the  teftimony  of  Mr.  and  Mad.  Lambinon,  that  D.P.43.F. 
the  maids  bought  lace  and  muflin  for  the  child-bed-linen  at  Liege.  - 46.  e. 

Mad.  Lampfon,  who  k^t  the  Black  Eagle,  where  lady  Jane  p.  p. 
lodged,  has  been  examined,  but  remembers  nothing  relative  to 
the  perfons  of  her  guefts. 


SECT. 
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SECT.  XIV. 

Of  Lady  Jane  s  fay  at  Sedan, 

P.P*4I9.*K.  25th  lady  Jane,  &c.  fet  out  for  Sedan.  Mrs. 

339  ‘^*  Hepburn  of  Keith  fays,  the  maids  went  in  the  bafket  of  the 
coach.  The  company  was  three  days  on  the  road,  and  arrived  at 
Sedan  on  the  evening  of  the  27th  of  May  ;  refted  that  night  at  the 
Trois  Rois,  and  removed  to  the  Hart  the  next  day.  They  remain¬ 
ed  in  this  place  nine  days,  very  probably  for  this  reafon  ;  they 
arrived  at  Sedan  on  Monday  the  27th  of  May ;  and  as  the  ftage- 
coach  to  Rheims  fet  out  only  once  a  week,  and  on  the  Wednef- 
day,  they  had  not  fufficient  time  to  reft  lady  Jane,  and  get  their 
luggage  furveyed  at  the  cuftom-houfe,  their  places  taken,  &c. 
in  one  day ;  fo  were  obliged  to  ftay  till  the  next  ftage-coach 
went. 

It  is  remarkable,  that  not  one  perfon  of  Sedan  has  been  examin¬ 
ed  by  either  party  in  this  caufe,  though  lady  Jane  was  there  nine 
nights  in  this  time,  and  the  figns  of  two  feveral  inns  where  (he 
lodged  are  marked  down  in  her  pocket-book ;  fo  that  we  muft 
have  recourfe  to  Mrs.  Hewit  and  Ifabel  Walker  for  the  particu¬ 
lars  which  are  known. 

Serv.i9.B.  Ifabel  Walker  fays,  ‘'that  the  landlady  at  Sedan  difeovered 
lady  Jane  to  be  near  her  time  by  her  great  belly,  and  by  her 
‘‘  face.  This  agrees  with  the  account  of  lady  Jane’s  fize, 
given  by  Mrs.  Hewit,  Ifabel  Walker,  Mrs.  Hepburn,  and  others. 
But  the  people  about  lady  Jane’s  perfon  knew  how  to  compute 
her  time  better  than  a  perfon,  who  had  feen  her  for  the  firft 
.  time  only  the  day  before  this  difeourfe  was  held.  Ifabel  Walker 

fays,  lady  Jane  explained  to  her  in  Englifh,  what  the  landlady  faid 
in  French. 

t 

^  It  (hould  feem,  that  lady  Jane  had  written  back  toMeff.  Khar, 
either  frorn  Liege  or  Sedan,  to  delire  them  to  exchange  the  credit 
they  had  given  her  on  the  widow  Tallin  and  fon  at  Paris.  For 

P.P.5£4,F.  it  appears  by  a  letter  in  procefs  from^MelT.  Khar  to  Mad.  Taflin 
dated  the  29th  of  May,  that  the  credit  was  changed  in  favour  of 
monlicur  Le  Baron  de  Stewart.  It  is  probable,  that  lir  John  re¬ 
flected,  that  lady  Jane  could  not  fo  well  have  credit  in  her  own 
name,  after  the  marriage  was  publickly  owned.  But  this  tranf- 
aCtion  affords  no  fort  of  evidence,  that  lady  Jane  meant  to  go  to 
Paris;  but  the  contrary. 
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S  E  C  T.  XV. 

Of  Lady  Jands  fcknefs  between  Sedan  and  Rheims. 

/^N  June  the  5th  the  company  fet  out  in  the  publick  coach  for  P.  P.  549.  t. 

Rheims.  They  lay  the  firft  night  at  Charleville,  where  they  - 549. r. 

W'ere  joined  by  Monf.  Guenet. 

Monf.  Guenet  depofes,  that  he  travelled  two  days  with  colonel 

Stewart  and  lady  Jane:  Que  pendant  ce  voyage  il  ne  s’apper9ut _ 153,0. 

point,  que  Mad.  Stewart  fut  groffe,  parcequ’il  n’y  fit  point 
attention  j  qu’il  ne  f^avoit  pas  meme,  qu’elle  fut  la  femme  de 
Monf.  Stewart,  ni  fi  elle  etoit  fille  ou  femme  ;  qu’elle  portoit 
“  une  longue  mante,  qui  lui  tomboit  des  epanles  jufqu’  auxpieds; 

‘‘  que  Monf.  Stewart  la  traitoit  avec  des  refpecfts.”  This  perfoii 
was  going  farther  than  Rheims.  He  returned  thither,  while  fir 
John  was  at  Raris,  and  breakfafted  with  the  maid-fervants,  of 

whom  he  learned  for  the  firfl:  time,  that  the  younger  lady  was  the  _ 154.  b, 

wife  of  colonel  Stewart,  and  was  gone  to  Paris  to  lie-in.  He  re¬ 
turned  frequently  to  Rheims,  and  made  feveral  vifits  to  Mr.  and _  155- r* 

Mad.  Stewart  after  their  return  from  ’  Paris  ;  and  fays,  they  never 
IjDoke  to  him  of  the  pregnancy,  delivery,  or  of  the  children  j  but 

the  maids  told  him,  that  Mad.  Stewart  had  been  delivered  of  two - 154.14. 

boys,  ‘‘  qu’il  trouvat  la  Dame  Stewart  a  peu  pres  dans  le  meme 
“  etat  qu’il  I’avoit vue  precedemment,  n’ayant  pas  remarque  en  elle 
“  beaucoup  de  difference  j  qu’elle  etoit  d’une  taillc  affez  grande, 

“  et  bien  faite,  le  vifage  un  peu  longue,  paroiffant  avoir  des  coleurs, 

**  et  n’etant  pas  ni  maigre  ni  graffe  de  vifage.” 

This  is  the  flrongefl:  of  the  three  or  four  negative  witneffes, 
which  have  been  produced  againfi;  the  pregnancy.  It  is  obferve- 
able,  this  man  was  of  rank  to  breakfafi:  with  the  fervants,  and  to 

fuffer  fir  John  to  pay  his  expences  on  the  road.  Lady  Jane’s  filence - 152.  a, 

about  herfelf,  and  her  being  with  child,  is  no  more  a  proof,  that 
Ihe  was  not  with  child  when  he  faw  her  firfl,  than  it  is  a  proof, 
that  Archibald  was  not  in  the  houfe  at  his  later  vifits  :  and  as 


*  "  That  during  this  journey  he  did  not  obferve  that  lady  Jane  was  with  child,  becaufe 
4*  he  paid  no  attention  to  it ;  and  he  did  not  even  know,  that  Ihe  was  the  wife  of  Mr. 
t*  Stewart,  nor  if  (he  was  married  or  unmarried  ;  that  Ihe  wore  a  long  cloak,  which  reached 
«*  from  her  fhoulders  to  her  feet.  That  Mr.  Stewart  behaved  to  her  with  refpedl.” 

f  “  That  he  found  Mad.  Stewart  almoll  in  the  fame  lituation,  in  which  he  had  feen  her 
before,  not  having  obferved  in  her  much  difference;  that  Ihe  was  pretty  tall,  well 
made,  her  face  a  little  long,  and  appeared  to  have  fome  colour,  and  was  neither  lean  nor 
“  fat  in  the  face.” 

z 


to 
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to  Mr.  Guenet’s  obfervation,  he  owns,  fhe  was  fo  drefled  on  the 
road,  that  he  could  not  judge  of  her  fhape;  and  we  muft  believe 
P.  P.151.K.  he  paid  little  attention  to  her  face,  when  he  talks  of  her  colour, 
-—152.^.  gy  another  part  of  Mr.  Guenet’s  depofition  it  appears,  that  the 
maids  travelled  in  the  coach  ;  that  the  roads  were  rough ;  and  that 
the  carriage  went  only  a  league  an  hour. 

Another  circumftance  in  this  depofition  does  credit  to  Tfahel 
Serv.  P.19.D.  Walker.  We  mufi:  hear  her  firfl: ;  on  the  fervice  fhe  fays,  “  lady 
“  Jane  was  taken  ill  at  a  village,  called  Rhetelle,  in  the  way 
“  from  Sedan  to  Rheims  :  that  fhe  was  fo  bad,  they  were  afraid 
“  fhe  would  be  brought  to-bed  there  ;  but  having  recovered,  they 
“  proceeded  to  Rheims.”  On  her  third  examination  fhe  is  more 
Min.  €.d.  explicit,  and  fays,  “  that  lady  Jane  was  taken  ill  and  diflrefied  at  ' 
**  the  time  of  her  arrival  at  Rhetelle,  and  immediately  was  c.arried 
into  a  bed-room  by  her ;  and  that  fhe  fat  up  with  her  all  night, 

“  and  confidered  the  fatigue  of  her  journey  was  the  caufe  of  her 
illnefs  to  a  woman  in  her  fituation.” 


P.P.  152.  G.  Monf.  Guenet  fays,  *  “  etant  arrives  a  I’auberge  de  Rhetelle, 
Mad.  Stewart  fe  plaignit  de  s’etre  fatiguee  ou  incommodee  ; 
dit,  qu’elle  ne  fouperoit  pas,  et  demanda  un  boullion  ;  qu’on 
‘‘  lui  en  donna  un,  qu’elle  prit;  apres  quoi  elle  fut  conduite  par 
Monf.  Stewart  dans  I’apartement,  qui  lui  etoit  deftine  pour  fe 
‘‘  coucher ;  que  fes  femmes  de  chambre  et  la  dame  de  compagnie 
“  y  entrerent  avecelle,  et  y  reflerent  jufqu’  a  ce  qu’elle  fut  couchee  ; 
“  after  which  they  all  came  down  to  fupper.” 

Tab.ofCon-  This  part  of  Monf.  Guenet's  depofition  is  referred  to  by  the 
teats,  p.  7.  purfuers,  as  a  confutation  of  the  account  given  by  Ifabel  Walker. 

P.P.  17.  D.  ^  in  fir  John  Stewart’s  hand-writing  (of  which  fome  ac¬ 
count  will  be  given  hereafter)  produced  by  Mr.  Charles  Brown,, 
has  thefe  words,  ‘‘  from  Aix-la-Chapelle  to  Liege,  to  Sedan,  to 
Rhetelle,  to  Rheims,  where  we  feared  a  mifearriage.”  This 
fear  of  a  mifearriage— Mrs.  He  wit’s  likelihood  of  a  delivery  at 
Sedan — and  Ifabel  Walker’s  account  of  what  pafTed  at  Rhetelle, 
have  all  been  confounded. — The  purfuers  infifi;,  that  they  all 
tell  a  lie,  becaufe  they  date  the  fame  incident  from  three  dif¬ 
ferent  places.  W^ere  this  indeed  the  lame  incident,  one  would  ra¬ 
ther  think  the  difference  of  place  arofe  from  a  defed  of  memory^ 


‘‘  That  on  their  arrival  at  the  inn  at  Rhetelle  Mad.  Stewart  complained,  that  flie  wa, 
“  fatigued  or  indifpofed  ;  faid,  that  flie  would  not  fup,  but  alked  for  fome  foup  -  which, 
was  given  her  and  fhe  took  it;  after  which  fhe  was  conduded  by  Mr.  Stewart  to  her  bed- 

«  wa^in  bed!?’^"'*^  companion,  went  with  her,  and  remained 
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at  the  end  of  feventeen  years,  than  from  a  blunder  in  any  recent 
project  'y  for  fir  John,  Mrs.  Hewit,  and  Ifabel  Walker  had  fuffi- 
cient  means  of  communication  in  1762  and  1763,  had  they  trou¬ 
bled  themfelves  to  make  their  depolitions  uniform.  In  reality, 
lady  Jane  was  nowin  the  eighth  month  of  her  pregnancy,  when 
accidents  are  mod:  frequent.  Mrs.  Hewit  was  probably  frightened 
at  the  commencement  of  the  illnefs.  What  Ifabel  Walker  fays, 
is  confirmed  beyond  the  poffibility  of  a  doubt  by  Mr.  Guenet; 
and  fhe  tells  the  fadt;  as  for  Sir  John  Stewart,  he  fpeaks  of  no¬ 
thing  but  his  fears  ;  and  if  we  remember,  in  what  period  of  her 
p'regnancy  lady  Jane  was  at  this  time,  we  fhall  not  think  it  im¬ 
probable,  that  the  family  might  be  frequently  alarmed  on  this 
account. 

We  muft  here  refer  to  Almon’s  book.  It  is  neceflary  to  corredt 
an  unlicenfed  printer.  At  p.  171  it  is  faid,  “  We  have  the  evi- 
dence  of  Mrs.  Hewit  and  of  Mrs.  Glafs,  as  to  what  happened 
“  there,  and  which  evidence  contradidts  each  other  to  the  lad  de- 
“  gree,  though  both  of  them  feem  to  agree  in  lady  Jane’s  be- 
“  ing  in  danger  of  a  mifcarriage  there.”  This  trefpaffes  on  fci- 
ence,  as  much  as  on  fadl.  A  feven  months  birth  is  never  called  a 
mifcarriage  ;  and  the  witnefifes  are  fo  far  from  differing  as  to  what 
happened  therey  that  their  defignation  of  the  place  is  the  only 
point,  on  which  they  feem  to  differ.  Mrs.  Hewit  fays,  lady  Jane 
was  ill  at  Sedan— -Ifabel  Walker  fays,  lady  Jane  was^  ill  at  Rhe- 
telle.— With  refpedl  to  every  other  circumftance  their  defcription 
is  fo  very  fimilar,  that  the  purfuers  contend,  they  both  meant  the 
fame  thing.  Such  remarks  we  muft  expedt  to  hear  from  thofe, 
who  never  read  the  proof. 

SECT.  XVI. 

Of  "Lady  Jane  s  ferfon  at  Rheims, 

IN  the  evening  of  the  7th  of  June  lady  Jane  arrived  at  Rheims.  p.p.  153. ». 
She  was  condudted  to  Mr.  Andrieux’s  by  Monf.  Guenet ;  but, 

as  that  gentleman  had  done  nothing  in  confequence  of  Mr.  Flo- - 153.  f. 

rentin’s  letter,  and  had  not  room  in  his  houfe  for  this  company, 

they  were  obliged  to  lodge  for  one  night  at  an  inn.  On  the  8th  — .  157.C. 

they  went  to  their  private  lodgings  at  Mr.  Hibert’s. 

Mr.  and  Mad.  Hibert  were  abfent  during  the  whole  time  this  —  ,591; 
company  lodged  at  their  houfe;  they  had  left  the  care  of  — 156.1.. 
their  eldeft  daughter  Mifs  Louife  Hibert,  who  with  a  brother  the 
Chanoine  Hibert,  and  a  younger  fifter  Henriette,  now  Mad.  Pre- 
voteau,  were  all  the  perfons  of  the  family  then  at  home. 
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Of  Lady  Janes  Perfon  at  Rheims.  Part  II. 

Mr.  Stewart  never  concealed  his  name  j  in  the  regifter  of  this 
houfe  it  is  written  EJiouar  j  but  as  Effy  Caw  fpoke  very  little 
French  at  this  time,  Ifabel  Walker  ftill  lefs,  and  Mrs.  Hewitnonc 
at  all,  the  Hiberts  were  fome  time  before  they  knew,  that  the  firft 
lady  was  the  gentleman's  wife.  Why  they  did  not  alk  Mr  An- 
drieux,  or  the  Scotch  gentlemen  who  vifited  at  the  houfe,  is  known 
only  to  themfelves.  They  chofe  to  go  to  work  another  way. 

.1,  Hjbert  depofes  (which  is  confirmed  by  his  Cfters) 

that  he  vifited  Mad.  Stewart  frequently  in  her  apartments,  and 
lometimes  walked  abroad  with  her  and  Mrs.  Hewit :  Qu'il  a 

^  1  •  —  emte^  ay  ant  obferve  comme 

une  monticule  uteraine  fort  notable  ce  qui  a  mis  le  depofant 

dans  le  cas  de  dire  aux  demoifelles  Hiberts  fes  fceurs,  Scavez 
vous  quelles  perfonnes  vous  avez  ici  ?  Elies  ne  fe  font  point 
dites  manees  ;  il  y  a  du  myftere  la-dedans,  car  cette  dame  me 
paroit  not^Iement  grolTe.  A  quoi  les  demoifelles  fes  fceurs  ont 
repondu,  Qii  eft  ce  que  cela  nous  fait;  ce  font  des  etrangers— 
qu  un  foir  qu  il  etoit  avec  Mad.  Stewart,  Monf.  Stewart  ayant  plus 
tardequ  a  1  ordinaire,  lui  depofant  dit  a  Mad.  Stewart,  Monf. 
votre  maneft  bien  long  terns  a  revenir  aujourd’hui;.  a  quoi  elle  re- 
pondit  en  founant.  Eh  !  qui  eft  ce  qui  vous  a  dit,  qu’il  emit 
mon  man .?  &  le  depofant  lui  repliqua  aufli  en  fouriant,  C’eft 
votie  fituation.  Mad  ;  replique,  a  laquelle  elle  n’ajoutat  rien, 

qu  un  fourire.  He  adds  farther,  “  Qu’elle  avoit  le  vifage  long, 
maigre,  &  tirant  fur  le  pale.”  ^  ^ 

‘‘  Almon’s  book  is  made  to  think  {a)  that  the 

Abbe  Hibei  t  was  let  into  the  fecret  f  ’  but  this  is  hardly  confident 
with  the  evidence.  Many  inllances  occur  daily  of  women  who 
fantaftically  defire  to  conceal  their  pregnancy ;  but  did  any  ^ne 
ever  hear  of  a  woman,  when  Ihe  was  fiftiing  for  witnell'es  to  her 
pregnancy,  as  the  purfuers  contend  lady  Jane  was,  who  took  paiiis 
to  let  her  gudgeon  off  the  hook,  after  he  was  fairly  on  it  ^ 

( a)  Lord  Prefident. 

mifs  Hiberts,  his  ftfters,  aiftwcred  What  is  that  To  which  the 

night  when  he  was  with  Mad  Stewart  Mr  s,?  .  !  k  •'  ‘'’fV  “r"  - Thatone, 

ry^he  deponent  faid  .0  Mad  SteTar  '  Yon,  l!Xn  ““I'' 

which  Ihe  anIVvered  w  ith  a  fmiir  wL  lu  7^.  u  '■«“™ing  to  day  ;  to 

ponent  replied,  alfo  feilX  i,  I,  ™  'olWd lid  the  de. 

but  ftniled-That  her  facu'^as  long  tb^'rd’pTlift  ”  '  “ 


ft 


(4 


<C 


«e 


it 


it 


it 


tt 


it 


tt 


tt 


ti 
it 
tjt 
it 
tt 
<  < 
u 

it 

«< 


From 


^7S 


Seel,  i6.  0/  Lady  Jafies  P erf  on  at  Rheims, 

From  what  the  Abbe  fays  of  his  lifters,  one  would  be  apt  to 
imagine,  that  if  thefe  young  ladies  faw  nothing,  it  was  becaufe 
they  chofe  to  look  another  way  ;  and  indeed  Mademoifelle  Hi- 
berts’  depofttion  does  not  lead  us  to  think  otherwife. 

With  regard  to  her  brother’s  converfation  ftie  fays,  ^  Que  P.P.  158.  a. 
“  fon  frere  lui  a  dit  dans  le  terns  j  Sfavez  vous,  ma  feeur,  a  qui  vous 
louez  votre  appartement ;  eft  ce  que  vous  nevous  appercevez  de 
“  rien  ?  Que  m’apper9ois  de  quelque  chofe — A  quoi  la  depofante 
“  repondit,  Mon  frere,  ce  font  des  perfonnes  de  conlideration,  qui 
“  m’ont  ete  addreftees  par  Monf.  Andrieux,  &  fi  je  m’apper^evois 
de  quelque  chofe,  j’irois  lui  demander  ce  qui  en  eft  j  &  au  fur- 
plus  ce  font  des  etrangers,  qui  font  aujourd’hui  ici,  &  demain  ail- 

leurs.” — And  afterwards  ftie  fays,  “  Q^’clle  ne  fe  fouvient  pas,  _ i6a.  a. 

“  ft  apres  ce  difeours  de  fon  frere  elle  regarda  plus  attentivement 
“  letat  de  Mad.  Stewart ;  obferve  qu’elle  auroit  du  le  faire  ;  mais 
“  ne  peut  aifurer  a  prefent,  ft  elle  I’a  fait  ou  non.” 

This  is  plainly  the  fame  ftory  as  that,  which  her  brother  told  ; 
and  one  may  judge  from  it,  who  has  aited  the  honeft  part.  It  is 
ftrange  this  lady  never  confulted  Mr.  Andrieux,  on  whofe  credit 
and  authority  flae  feems  to  reft.  The  Abbe  tells  us,  how  he  was  D.p-.48.(e. 
bullied  by  the  purfuers  agents,  and  by  various  chicanery  prevented  to — 49  e. 
from  being  heard  before  the  Tournelle,  which  he  refented  as  far 
as  a  clergyman  Ihould  refent  it. — Mademoifelle  relates,  how  fhe  p.  p.  160.  g.. 
was  affronted  by  a  young  woman  who  came  with  the  duchefs  of  to  — 161.  b.. 
Douglas,  and  who  had  been  before  at  Rheims  with  lady  Wigton,. 
who  told  her  that  ftie  had  been  bribed,  which  fhe  heard  with  a  ftn- 
gular  reftgnation  and  indifference.  She  does  however  the  juftice  to 
this  young  perfon  to  add,  “  -f*  que  cette  demoifelle  (Mifs  Primrofe)  — 161.  b; 
ne  lui  a  point  dit,  qu’on  lui  demandat  autre  chofe  que  la  verite.” 

As  to  the  pregnancy  fhe  fays,  “  J  que  dans  ce  terns  la  elle  ne _ 157.  l.. 

s’eft  point  apper9ue,  que  la  dame  qui  parloit  Fran9ois  fut  groffe ; 
qu’elle  portoit  toujours  un  corps  &  un  petit  pannier ;  &  qu’elle 


*  “  That  her  brother  faid  to  her  at  the  time.  Do  you  knovV  to  whom  you  have  let  your 

**  lodgings  ?  do  you  obferve  nothing  ?  I  obferve  fomething. - To  which  the  deponent  an- 

“  fwered,  My  brother,  thefe  are  people  of  fafhion,  who  have  been  recommended  to  me  by 
Mr.  Andrieux,  and  if  I  obferve  any  thing,  I  will  go  and  afk  him  about  it ;  and  be- 
“  fides  they  are  foreigners  who  are  here  to-day,  and  elfewhere  to-morrow — that  Ihe  does  not 
remember^  whether  after  this  converfation  with  her  brother  fhe  obferved  the  fituation  of 
“  Mad.  Stewart  more  attentively  or  not;  obferves  that  Ihe  ought  to  have  done  it,  but 
cannot  fay  at  prefent,  whether  fhe  did  it,  or  not.” 

f  “  That  thisyoung  lady  did  not  fay  to  her  that  one  afked  her  to  fay  any  thing  but  the  truth.” 

^  “  That  at  this  time  fhe  did  not  obferve,  that  the  lady  who  fpoke  French  was  with. 
**  child  ;  that  fhe  always  wore  flays  and  afmall  hoop  ;  and  Ihc  might  have  been  with  child,, 
although  the  deponent  did  not  obferve  it.” 

**  pouroit: 
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“  pourroit  etre  grofTe,  quoique  la  depofante  ne  sen  foit  point 

P.P.  i55.r.  Mad.  Prevoteaii,  the  younger  fifter  fays,  “  *  qu’elle  n’a  point 
“  de  memoire  de  s  etre  apper9ue,  que  Mad.  Stewart  fut  grofl'e  • 
“  qu’elle  ne  peut  dire,  fi  elle  I’^oit,  ou  C  elle  ne  I’etoit  pas.”  ’ 

D.  P.47.C.  Thefe  witnelfes  feem  to  agree,  that  lady  Jane  never  appeared 

— V/s.D.  without  a  hoop  ;  and  the  ladies  fay,  that  they  feverally  faw  Mrs, 
xiewit  and  the  lervant-maids  making  up  linen,  which  IVIad 
Prevoteau  knevv  to  be  child's  cloaths,  though  Effy  Caw  endea¬ 
voured  to  hide  it.  There  feems  to  have  been  a  reciprocal  referve 
between  this  family  and  their  guefts.  The  demoifelles  Hiberts  ne- 
^  •  ver  knew  the  lady’s  name,  til)  the  had  left  the  houfe  :  and  fir  John 

and  lady  Jane  left  it  without  intimating  to  the  Hiberts,  whither 
they  were  going.  This  is  the  cafe,  as  far  as  we  can  truft  the  me¬ 
mories  of  thefe  witnefles ;  though  as  it  is  in  proof,  that  fir  John 
and  lady  Jane  left  Hibert  s  at  two  o  clock  in  the  morning  to  go  to 
the  Paris  ftage-coach,  it  is  difficult  to  believe  that  the  family  of 

Hiberts  were  ignorant  of  this  circumltance  at  the  time  it  hap- 
pened. 

The  next  negative  witnelTes  produced  by  the  purfuers  are  the 

- 161. 1,  demoifelles  Sautrez.  The  youngeft,  Therefe  Sautrez  fays,  fhe 

did  not  fee  lady  Jane  before  flie  went  to  Paris  j  yet  fhe  is  referred 
to  in  the  purfuers  table  of  contents,  as  a  negative  witnefs.— The 

- i63.G^lden:  fays,  {he  altered  an  Englifh  gown  for  lady  Jane  into  the 

French  cut,  took  her  meafure,  and  tried  it  on,  without  obfervin^ 

the  pregnancy  ;  and  that  fhe  made  a  new  gown  for  her  after  her 
return. 

This  is  a  circumftance  with  which  the  purfuers  parade  in  theif 
Condefcendance  of  Fadts  and  table  of  contents  j  yet  when  the  de 
pofition  of  Mademoifelle  Sautrez  is  examined,  it  is  brought  down 
165.  to  very  little.  She  depofes,  “  que  la  maniere,  dont  elle  prend  la 
“  meffire  pour  une  robe,  eft  de  prendre  avec  une  bande  de  papier 
“  la  largeur  du  dos  de  la  perfonne  qu’elle  doit  habiller,  &  la  Ion 
“  geurdela  taille  depiiis  I’ailfele  jufqu’k  lahanchej  &  que  c’dtoit 
“  ainfi  qu’elle  I’a  pris  a  Mad.  Stewart,  &  ^  la  demoifelle  de  com- 

“  pagnie; 


u 


‘‘  That  {he  does  not  remember  to  have  obferved,  that  Mad. 
2nd  that  file  cannot  fay,  if  fhe  was  or  was  not/^ 


Stewart  was  with  child ; 


*  “  That  the  manner,  in  which  file  takes  the  raeafure  for  a  robe,  is  to  take  with  a  ftrio 
of  paper  the  breadth  of  the  perfon’s  back,  and  the  length  of  the  cut  from  ihe^m  pir  ro 
the  hip  ,  and  that  it  was  in  this  manner  that  <he  meafured  Mad.  Stewart  and  her  female 

companion : 
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**  pagnie ;  qu’elle  n’a  jamais  vu  Mad.  Stewart  avant  ni  apres  fon 
“  voyage  de  Paris,  fans  qu’elle  fut  couverte  d’un  grand  mouchoir 

fur  les  epaules,  meme  lorfque  elle  depofante  lui  a  pris  la  me- 
“  fure  pour  fes  robes,  &  qu’elle  les  lui  a  effayees ;  &  qu’alors 
**  elle  avoit  un  corps  ;  qu’ordinairement  tant  avant  qu’apres  le 
“  voyage  de  Paris  Mad.  Stewart  portoit  un  petit  pannier;  qu’elle 
“  avoit  ce  pannier  quand  elle  prit  la  mefure  &  eflayS,  les  robes 
“  de  Mad.  Stewart ;  elle  ne  fit  aucune  attention  a  fon  etat  pour 
“  obferver  fi  elleetoit  grolfe  ou  non  ;  qu’en  voyant  I’enfant,  &  en 

apprenant  de  Mademoifelle  EfFai,  qu’il  etoit  I’enfant  de  Mad. 

Stewart ;  il  ne  vint  pas  dans  I’efprit  de  la  depofante,  que  cet  en- 
“  fant  ne  fut  pas  en  effet  de  Mad.  Stewart,  quoique  elle  depo- 
‘‘  fante  en  eut  ete  furprife,  parcequ’elle  ne  s’etoit  point  apper9ue  de 
“  la  grolTefTe.” 

It  is  plain,  that  by  meafuring  the  breadth  of  lady  Jane’s  back 
between  the  Ihoulders,  when  fhe  wore  a  large  handkerchief  and 
hoop,  this  witnefs  was  no  more  in  condition  to  obferve  the  preg¬ 
nancy,  than  any  other  perfon,  who  faw  lady  Jane  dreft.  She 
fays,  the  never  had  the  leaft  fufpicion,  that  lady  Jane  was  not  really 
with  child,  and  lays  all  the  fault  on  her  own  inattention. 

It  is  imagined,  that  had  the  purfuers  produced  a  hundred  fuch 
witnefies  as  Mademoifelle  Sautrez,  they  would  never  overbalance 
the  credit  of  two  honefl;  perfons,  w’ho  attefted  the  pregnancy,  and 
exhibited  a  proper  caufe  of  their  knowledge. 

It  fhould  be  obferved,  that  what  this  witnefs  fays,  is  contra¬ 
dicted  in  the  only  point  of  confequence  both  by  Mrs.  Hewit  and 
Ifabel  Walker.  Mrs.  Hewit  fays,  lady  Jane  had  no  cloaths  made, 
or  altered,  before  their  return  from  Paris.  Ifabel  Walker  fays, 
the  had  only  a  gown  a  little  widened,  and  that  it  was  done  by  a 
perfon  employed  by  Mad.  Andrieux,  and  that  this  perfon  did  not 
fee  lady  Jane. 

This  latter  circumftance  ftands  diftindt  from  the  account  given 
by  Mademoifelle  Sautrez ;  becaufe  it  is  certain,  Mademoifelle 


companion;  depofes,  that  fhe  never  faw  Mad.  Stewart  before  nor  after  her  journey  but 
covered  with  a  large  handkerchief  over  her  flioulders,  even  when  Ihe,  the  deponent,  took 
“  her  meafure  and  fitted  on  her  gown  ;  and  at  that  time  (lie  had  flays  on  :  depofes,  that  com- 
monly,  as  well  before  the  journey  to  Paris  as  after  it.  Mad.  Stewart  wore  a  fmall  hoop  ; 
“  and  fhe  had  on  this  hoop  when  fhe  took  her  meafure,  and  fitted  on  her  robe:  that  fhe 
“  gave  no  fort  of  attention  to  Mad.  Stewart’s  date,  to  knew  whether  flte  was  with  child,  or 

not. - That  on  feeing  the  child,  and  learning  from  Effy  that  it  was  the  child  of  Mad. 

*■*  Stewart,  it  did  not  come  into  the  deponent’s  head,  that  the  child  was  not  in  fadl  Mad. 
*♦  Stewart’s,  though  fhe  was  furprifed  at  it,  as  fhe  had  not  obferved  the  pregnancy.” 

Sautre? 
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Sautrez  was  recommended  by  Mademoifelle  Hibert  about  ten 
days  before  lady  Jane  left  the  houfe. 

The  negative  part  of  the  teftimony  of  Mrs.  Hewit  and  Ifabel 
Wa  ker  receives  feme  countenance  from  Mademoifelle  Sautrez’s 
book,  in  which  are  various  articles  of  work  done  for  lady  lane  after 
.14. 1,  her  return  from  Paris,  but  none  before  the  journey  thither.  How- 

often  reafon  to  exprefs  his 
difhdence  of  negative  teftimony,  the  Mifs  Hiberts  give  a  ftrone 
negative  to  many  things,  which  certainly  happened?  One  wit? 
nets  will  lay  a  thing  i^ver  happened  ;  another  that  he  does  not  re¬ 
ember  It  ;  the  differenM  of  expreflion  often  arifes  from  the 
manner,  in  which  the  queftion  is  putj  the  difference  ofthefenfe 
Tvr  !  dtftance  of  feventeen  years,  jn  moft  cafes  very  little. 

]  it  front.  None  can  believe 

that  lady  Jane  at  the  very  time  the  is  pretended  to  be  ftiamming  a 

pregnancy,  as  the  purfuers  contend,  would  without  reafon  Ihffer 

i^^idemoifelle  Sautrez  fays  ex- 
prelly,  that  Ihe  did  not  examine  it  j  and  declares  a  full  convic- 
tion,  that  lady  Jane  was  pregnant. 

There  is  a  rernarkable  circumftance  attending  all  the  negative 

Td  wifr  tb  ®‘*or.  that  thfy  are  to  be^ilaff- 

ed  with  the  meffieurs  who  examined  Michell’s  book,  or  that  they 

be  S  f^dy  Jane’s  perfon,  and  oughTto 

at  her  return,  and  knew  the  very  day  Ihe  declared  Ihe  was  brought 

venture  to  fay,  that  he  had  any  the  nfoft 
flight  fufpicion  of  impofture,  till  this  caufe  commenced  They 
declare,  however  that  they  did  not  obferve  the  pregnant  anl 
yet  when  Mr  Andrew  Stuart  went  firft  to  Rheinfs,  he  Sd  not 
find  one  perfon  at  Rheims,  who  had  feen  lady  lane  before  be? 
departure  to  Paris,  and  had  not  obferved  the^pLnancy  f" 

cr  i-"  'i' rrf  “  ?- 

BP  ’hl’fl  Hiberis  had  obferved.  that  lady'jaie ' WM^wit!! 

D.P.ioii.  P.  child  ;  and  in  the  premiere  plainte  it  is  faid  *  “aue  les  ^ 

qai  r,  ootvoe,  ne  po.voint  p,efa„er  p,',  fe  "  IroS  eS 

„  “  ^  ^  fu'vantjepoque  de  fon  pretendu  accouche¬ 

ment,  qui  n’avoit  alors  ete  eloign^  que  de  ^uelques  j^url’’ 

“  in.  10  the  U„,e  other 

■The 
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The  epoque  of  a  delivery  mufl;  be  reckoned,  not  from  the  time 
it  really  happened,  but  from  the  time  the  pregnancy  was  obferved. 

It  is  very  probable,  that  lady  Jane  had  miflaken  fome  days,  and 
that  this  was  what  the  Rheims  witnelTes  told  Mr.  Stuart.  They 
had  never  feen  lady  Jane  in  another  htuation  ;  and  ignorant  of  her 
natural  Ihape,  they  could  be  but  imperfed:  judges  of  her  preg¬ 
nancy.  But  it  is  clear  from  this  palfage,  that  there  was  no  per- 
fon  at  Rheims,  who  had  feen  lady  Jane  at  this  time,  who  ever 
faid  that  he  had  not  obferved  the  pregnancy,  till  the  Monitoire 
was  publilhed. 

Lady  Jane  lived  retired  at  Rheims  in  the  manner  ufual  to  wo¬ 
men  in  her  fituation.  Sir  John  Stewart  was  habitually  from  home  P.  P. 
every  day  at  the  publick  coffee-houfes,  where  he  became  acquaint- 

ed  with  Monf.  Maillefer  Forzy,  the  fyndic  of  Rheims,  and  two _ 

Scotch  officers,  who  were  then  prifoners  of  war,  Mr.  Maclean 
and  Mr  William  Mackenzie,  Thefe  two  gentlemen,  with  Mr. 
Macnamara  and  Mr.  Andrieux’s  family,  feem  to  have  been  all  the 
acquaintance  lady  Jane  had  at  Rheims  before  her  expedition  to 

Paris.  Mr.  Maillefer  offered  to  wait  on  lady  Jane,  but  fhe  declin- - 

ed  his  vifit  on  account  of  an  indifpofition. 

Mr.  Maillefer  is  the  only  perfon  at  Rheims,  who  made  offer  of 
this  civility  \  and  yet  it  is  faid  by  the  purfuers  in  their  table  of  P.  8. 
contents,  that  fir  John  got  acquainted  with  feveral  of  the  principal 
people  of  the  place,  but  he  avoided  letting  them  fee  lady  Jane  ^  and 
for  proof  of  this  we  are  referred  to  four  witneffes,  three  of  whom 
lived  in  the  houfe,  and  faw  her  habitually  whenever  they 
pleafed. 

This  circumftance  is  not  left  out  of  Almon’s  book.  At  page 
87  we  read,  [a)  It  is  really  amazing,  that  when  at  Rheims,  they 
“  fhould  have  concealed  the  whole  affair  from  Monf.  Maillefer 
“  and' his  family,  perfons  of  high  rank  and  character,  who  feem 
“  to  have  fhewn  great  refpedl  to  them  5  and  revealed  it  to  fo  many 
“  others,  &c.”  It  is  really  amazing,  that  a  behaviour  fo  natu¬ 
ral  fhould  be  fubjedt  to  fufpicion.  Sir  John’s  acquaintance  and 
connexion  with  Mr.  Maillefer  was  extreamly  general  j  and  as 
lady  Jane  was  not  then  in  a  condition  to  make  any  vifit,  it  was 
extremely  natural  for  her  to  decline  receiving  any,  efpecially  from 
gentlemen.  But  this  did  not  hinder  her  from  feeing  her  country¬ 
men  ;  and  as  for  the  fo  many  others,  to  whom  the  pregnancy  was 
revealed,  they  amount  precifely  to  three  perfons,  Mr.  Mackenzie ; 
Mad.  Andrieux,  whofe  affiflance  was  wanted  for  the  child-bed 

(a)  Lord  Prefident. 

A  a 


/ 


linen  ; 
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linen  j  and  Mr.  Querangal,  an  officer  of  the  cuftoms,  whom  fir 
John  preifed  the  more  earneftly  to  procure  his  trunk,  which  had 
D.p.  55  °-  been  ftopt  at  Torcy,  from  this  motive,  that  his  wife  was  with 
child,  and  wanted  it  very  much. 

Mr.  Maillefer’s  acquaintance  with  fir  John  Stewart  was  at  this 
time  fo  general,  that  it  is  pretty  clear  he  did  not  even  know  fir 
John’s  name  :  but  this,  and  whatever  elfe  relates  to  Mr.  Maillefer’s 
letters  to  Godefroi,  have  been  explained  in  the  ftate  of  the  pur- 
fuer  s  proof.  The  fame  perfon,  who  had  juft  created  his  tnany 
others  out  of  three  perfons,  is  faid  to  have  turned  that  one  letter  of 
inftrudlion  to  the  agent  of  Rheims  into  letters  oj^  recotntne72dation 
to  Paris.  What  can  we  think  of  a  prefumptive  proof,  which  flands 
in  want  of  fuch  helps  as  thefe  } 

Let  us  proceed  to  enquire,  what  the  other  perfons,  who  faw 
lady  Jane  at  this  time,  fay  of  her  perfon.  Mr.  Macnamara  is 
dead  ;  but  a  letter  from  him  has  been  produced  by  hr  James  Stew- 

art.  Mr.  Macnamara  writes,  ^“11  m’aparu,queMad.  Stewart  a  ete 

enceinte,  et  cela  par  fa  mine,  et  d’  autre  incommodite,  qu’elle 
“  fe  plaignit  j  mais  eri  fa  taille  je  ne  pouvois  rien  diftinguer,  a 
cauie  que  tous  les  fois  que  j’avois  I’honneur  de  la  voir,  die 

etoit  habillee,  &  portoit  toujours  ces  grands  panniers  des 
“  dames.” 

D.P.363.E.  Mr.  Maclean,  who  is  now  a  major-general  and  governor  of 
Almeyda,  depofes,  ‘‘  that  he  faw  lady  Jane  before  the  journey 
“  to  Pans :  that  lady  Jane  never,  fo  far  as  this  deponent  can  re- 
colka:  at  this  diflance  of  time,  mentioned  to  him  her  being  with 
child  5  nor  did  he  ever  take  any  fort  of  notice  of  it.  Lady  lane 
was  a  very  thin-faced  woman,  and  always  wore  a  large  hoop 
“  which,  if  (he  was  with  child,  muft  have  hid  it  from  the  de- 
“  ponent,  who  never  thought  of  examining  her  critically  on  that 
fcore :  that  he  does  not  remember  to  have  had  any  converfa- 
—  363.F.  **  tion  with  any  perfon  about  lady  Jane’s  pregnancy,  till  a  day  or 
“  two  after  fhe  left  Rheims,  that  one  of  her  maids  told  him  her 

- 365.0.  lady  was  gone  to  lie-in  :  that  he  fupped  with  fir  John  the  night 

“  before  he  fet  out  for  Paris  5  and  that  he  and  lieutenant  Mac¬ 
kenzie  helped  lady  Jane  into  the  coach,  with  both  their 
“  hands.” 


,  appeared  to  me,  that  Mad.  Stewart  was  with  child,  by  her  looks  and 

«  other  ind.fpofitions  of  which  (he  complained  -  but  I  nLhin /from  her 

“  hoop^’»  b«caufe  all  the  times  that  I  had  the  honoup  to  fee  her,  fhe  was  dreffed  in  a  large 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Mackenzie  is  more  particular ;  he  fays,  he  believes  lady  D.  p.  54  b. 
Jane  and  colonel  Stewart  fet  out  for  Paris  .eight  or  ten  days  after 

Mr.  Maclean  and  he  became  acquainted  with  them.  He  fpecifies - 5^3.  a. 

their  feveral  vilits,  and  fays,  “  Upon  all  thefe  feveral  occalions 
“  the  deponent  obferved,  that  lady  Jane  had  the  appearance  of  a 

“  woman  far  gone  with  child,  being  very  big-bellied:  That  when - 53‘C. 

“  Mr.  Maclean  and  the  deponent  had  parted  with  lady  Jane  as 

above,  they  went  home,  and  on  their  way  Mr.  Maclean  ob- 

“  ferved  to  the  deponent,  that  lady  Jane  was  with  child,  and - 53. d. 

“  gone  to  Paris  to  be  delivered  j  to  which  the  deponent  anfwered, 

“  (he  was  very  far  gone  with  child  :  Depones,  that  two  or  three 
“  days  after  the  deponent  and  Mr.  Maclean’s  firft  acquaintance  - 53.  e. 

with  colonel  Stewart,  he  told  them,  that  lady  Jane  and  he 
“  were  married,  and  that  he  was  going  with  her  to  Paris,  where 
“  file  was  to  lie-in.” 

It  is  plain,  that  thefe  gentlemen  contradi(51:  each  other  in  one 
circumflance  of  little  confequence,  and  difficult  to  be  remem¬ 
bered  at  fuch  a  diftance  of  time.  The  part  of  their  teftimony 
which  is  neceffary  to  be  remarked,  is,  that  one  of  them  did  ob- 
ferve  the  pregnancy,  and  the  other  did  not,  or  at  lead;  does  not 
remember  that  he  did. 

Mad.  Mayette,  with  whom  lady  Jane  lodged  after  her  return 
from  Paris,  is  a  flight  witnefs  to  the  pregnancy.  She  fays  fhe  met 

lady  Jane  and  Mrs.  Hcwit  in  the  ftreet,  and  depones  j  “  * **  Que - 58- b. 

“  Mad.  Stewart  lui  a  paru  marcher  avec  difficulte,  &  avoir  beau- 
“  coup  d’entournure  &  la  pofture  d’une  femme  enceinte  3”  and 
that  when  Mr.  Macnamara  came  to  her  to  befpeak  an  apartment 
for  lady  Jane  againft  her  return  from  Paris,  where  he  told  her  ffie 

was  gone  to  lie-in,  fhe  faid  to  him,  “  J*  Je  crois  que  c’eft  une - 57.0. 

**  dame,  que  j’ai  rencontre  dans  la  rue  des  Morts  j  &  que  fi  c’efl: 

“  elle,  il  etoit  terns  qu’elle  partit,  car  elle  avoit  beaucoup  de  peine 
“  a  marcher.” 

The  purfuers  argue  the  falfhood  of  this  depofition,  becaufe  Mem.  pt.  2. 
Mad.  Mayette  has  dined  with  the  duchefs  of  Douglas — becaufe  P' 
fhe  obferved,  what  the  abbe  Hibert  fays  he  did  not  look  at — and 
becaufe  Mad.  Mayette  fays,  fhe  went  into  Flanders  in  June  or  in 
the  beginning  of  July  1748,  and  therefore  could  not  have  this 


•  “  That  Mad.  Stewart  appeared  to  her  to  walk  with  difficulty,  and  to  have  a  great  bulk, 

**  and  the  pofture  of  a  woman  with  child.” 

f  “I believe  it  is  the  lady  I  met  in  the  rue  des  Morts  ;  and  if  it  is  her,  it  was  time  for 
«  her  to  fet  out,  for  fhe  had  great  difficulty  in  walking.” 

A  a  2  conver- 
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converfation  with  Mr.  Macnamara  about  the  lodgings,  which  pro¬ 
bably  were  not  hired  till  near  the  return  of  lady  Jane. 

But,  as  fhe  fays  in  the  fame  place,  that  ihe  was  abfent  about 
two  months,  and  that  fhe  did  not  return  till  three  weeks  or  a 
month  after  the  arrival  of  Mr.  and  Mad.  Stewart,  that  is,  after 
the  1 6th  of  Auguil,  it  is  plain  there  is  time  enough  for  this  con- 

out  j  and  if  lady  Jane  was  in  any  manner 
dilfatisfied  with  the  Hiberts,  there  is  nothing  unnatural  in  fup- 
pohng  that  Mr.  Macnamara  might  be  employed  in  finding  another 
lodging  before  they  left  Rheims,  and  begin  his  enquiry  imme¬ 
diately,  or  foon  after  their  departure.  Mad.  Mayette  fays,  they 
agreed  on  the  price  ;  but  the  time  did  not  begin  till  the  family 
Serv.p.36.E.  returned  And  it  is  certain  from  Mrs.  Hewifs  letter  to  the 
maids,  dated  the  12th  of  Auguft  (in  which  flie  defired  Ifabel 
Walker  to  make  fires),  that  the  houfe  was  taken,  and  that  they 

were  mformed  of  it  by  Mr.  Macnamara  long  before  the  12th  of 
Auguit. 

- 55-  e.  Mr.  de  Querangal,  an  officer  of  the  cuftoms,  is  the  next  wit- 

nels  to  the  pregnancy.  He  depofes,  that  colonel  Stewart  came  to 
him  to  enquire  after  a  trunk,  which  had  been  ftopt  at  Torcv  • 
and  told  him,  he  had  the  more  need  of  his  trunl  as  his  wife 
was  with  child,  and  wanted  it.  He  procured  an  order  for  the 
delivery  the  trunk,  dated  Paris  i8  June  1748.  which  he  ex- 
ibits.  He  adds,  that  in  execution  of  this  order,  he  fent  to  Tor- 
rfi  »  7  ’  Mr.  Stewart’s  effefts  were  returned  him  two  or  three 
^ays  after:  That  he  faw  Mr.  Stewart  two  or  three  times  in  the 
flieet  Depuis  la  Remife.— There  muft  be  fome  little  miftake  here 
1°  fir  John’s  getting  the  trunk;  for  the  firft  news 

Ani  !?-  ^  by  a  letter  from  Mr. 

ndrieux,  addrelfed  to  him  at  Pans;  which  clearly  marked  that 

D-  r.  56  c  -eft  M  T"''^  departure.  For  the 

56- c.  eft,  Mr.  Qperangal  goes  on,  “  *  Que  2  ou  3  jours  avant  le  depart 

-  pour  Pans  de  Monf  &  Mad.  Stewart,  ils  vinrent  chez  lui,  de- 

pofant,  pour  Im  demander,  s’ll  etoit  neceflaire  de  faire  plom- 

..  prendre^  quelques  autres  precautions  pour  le  tranfport 

de  leurs  malles  a  Pans :  oil  Monf.  Stewart  dit  alors  a  lui,  ^de- 

pofant,  que  Mad.  Stewart  alioit  faire  fes  couches.  Qu’alors  il 

“  fit 


—  55- c. 

- —  56,  A. 
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“  camlw  him! 

“  any  other  precautions  with  it,  in  order  ’to  tranfport  it  tofa7if  wher'e 
ra.dtoh.m,  that  Mad.  Stewart  was  going  to  ^lie  in  _  th’at?p;;^h^ 

“  tion 
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“  fit  attention  a  Mad.  Stewart ;  qu’il  remarqua  que  cette  dame 
“  s’afTeyoit,  &  fe  levoit  avec  peine,  comme  une  femme  grofie,  6c 
“  que  Monf.  Stewart  lui  donna  la  main  pour  I’aider  a  fe  relever  : 

**  Depofe,  qu’apres  cette  declaration  de  Monf.  Stewart  fur  la 

grofielTe  de  fa  femme,  il  parut  a  lui  depofant  par  la  paleur,  6c 
“  fair  tiree  du  vifage  de  Mad.  Stewart,  par  fa  maniere  de  s’afieoir 
“  6c  de  fe  lever,  6c  par  fa  taille,  que  cette  dame  etoit  grofie.” 

The  purfuers  memorialifi;  lays  out  his  labours  -in  a  mofl:  violent 
attack  upon  the  honour  of  all  the  witnelTes  to  the  pregnancy  at 
Rheims,  particularly  of  Mrs.  Hewit,  Ifabel  Walker,  Mad.  Msryette, 
and  lieutenant  Mackenzie,  upon  no  other  foundation,  than  that 
they  differ  in  fome  trifling  circumftances.  Mrs.  Hewit  for  in- 
ffance  remembered,  that  lady  Jane  did  not  often  go  abroad — abbe 
Hibert  walked  with  her — and  Mr.  De  Querangal  met  her  feveral 
times.  Had  thefe  witnefies  agreed  in  every  circumftance,  every 
reafonable  perfon  would  have  fufpedied  them  of  perjury.  Error* 
arifing  from  the  defed:  of  memory  muft  be  expeded  at  the  di- 
ftance  of  feventeen  years. — Saury’s  child  was  taken  from  him. 
much  in  the  fame  manner  the  witneffes  have  related ;  it  was  a 
tranfadion  only  of  three  days,  which  deeply  interefted  the  per- 
fons  who  faw  it ;  it  became  the  immediate  fubjed  ot  a  public 
enquiry,  in  which  no  doubt  the  perfons,  who  are  at  prefent  wit- 
nefles,  had  many  occafions  to  confult  each  other,  and  fettle  in 
their  memories  the  principal  circumftances  of  the  fad;  yet  in 
the  detail  of  that  fhort  and  interefting  tranfadion  there  are  not 
lefs  than  forty  miftakes  and  contradidions  in  the  time,  in  the 
number  of  perfons,  number  of  vifits,  and  other  circumftances. — • 

What  indulgence  then  is  due  to  witnefies  who  are  called  upon  at  fuch 
a  diftance  of  time  to  recoiled  trivial  circumftances,  in  which  they 
could  never  poffibly  be  in  any  manner  interefted  ?  It  is  not  upon 
fuch  grounds,  that  the  purfuers  witnefies  are  cenfured  by  the 
writer  of  thefe  papers.  He  has  never  ventured  to  fay,  that  any 
one  is  perjured,  but  either  becaufe  the  witnefs  was  confuted  by  a 
written  teftimony,  which  he  the  witnefs  had  feen  and  concealed  ; 
or  bccaufe  he  is  known  to  have  recently  declared  the  very  contrary 
to  what  he  has  fworn ;  nor  even  in  this  latter  cafe  has  he  ever 
dared  to  prefer  a  private  declaration  to  a  public  depofition,  unlefs 
what  the  witnefs  has  faid  in  private  appears  confirmed  by  the  tef- 

“  tion  to  Mad.  Stewartj  and  obferved,  that  Ihe  fat  down'and  rofe  up  with  difficulty,  as  a 
woman  with  child  ;  and  that  Mr.  Stewart  gave  her  his  hand  to  help  her  to  rife  up.  And 
**  that  after  this  fpcech  about  the  lady’s  pregnancy,  it  appeared  to  him,  the  deponent,  by 
the  palenefs  and  thinnefs  of  her  fa*  e,  by  her  manner  of  fitting  down  and  riling  up,  ana 
“  by  her  lhape,  that  (he  was  with  child.” 

timony 
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timony  of  fome  other  perfon  of  equal  credit.  This  is  the  rule 
which  the  writer  of  thele  papers  has  laid  down  for  himfelf.  He 
cannot  therefore  confider  the  frivolous  critique  of  the  purfuers 
memorialid:  in  any  other  light,  than  that  of  a  fcholaftic  exercife 
of  an  able  logician,  who  fights  for  vidory,  and  not  for  truth. 

It  is  now  time  to  mention  what  has  been  depofed  on  the  part 
of  the  decealed  Efiy  Caw,  the  youngeft  maid-fervant. 

9.C.  Mrs.  Hepburn  fays,  that  Efiy  Caw  was  difmifTed  lady  lane’s 
-10.  A.  ‘‘  fervice,  after  lady  Jane  came  to  England  ;  that  (he  applied  to 
the  deponent  for  fervice,  who  recommended  her  to  her  niece 
“  Mifs  Bruce,  and  her  daughter-in-law,  Mrs.  Hepburn  •  that 
in  thefe  fervices  the  deponent  heard  her  frequently  declare, 
that  were  fhe  to  ilep  into  eternity  next  moment,  fhe  would  de¬ 
clare,  that  lady  Jane  was  with  child :  that  the  deponent  had 
-  the  more  regard  to  this,  as  (he  feemed  to  be  a  little  piqued  at 
‘‘  lady  Jane  s  turning  her  from  her  fervice.” 


D.  P.382.  B. 


D.P.  382.  F.  Mr.  Peters  bookfeller  in  Edinburgh  depofes  to  an  occafional' 
converfation  he  had  with  Effy  Caw  ;  and  that  Effy  Caw  told  him 
“  lady  Jane  had  all  the  fymptoms  of  pregnancy,  that  ever  Ihe 
“  knew  a  woman  have  that  was  with  child ;  and  that  the  had 
“  accefs  to  know  that,  as  the  dretl'ed  and  undretfed  lady  lane  • 
“  and  added,  that  the  had  no  occafion  to  tell  a  llory,  as  the  had 
left  lady  Jane,  and  was  going  to  England.” 

Mrs.  Rickard  Hepburn,  the  girl’s  latt  miftrefs,  fays,  “  that  the 
often  Ipoke  of  the  pregnancy,  and  of  her  being  fully  fatisfied  of 
the  defender  and  his  brother  being  lady  Jane’s  children  j  and 
remembers,  that  the  deponent  being  with  child,  and  complain- 

Effy  Caw  defined  her  to  do 
what  the  had  done  formerly  to  lady  Jane  when  with  child 

namely  to  flit  up  the  lining  of  the  back  of  her  gown,  and  to  put 
in  pye-holes  in  it,  and  lace  it  up,  which  Effy  accordin?lv  did  • 
“  and  that  there  were  other  particulars  with  retpeft  to  ladv  lane’s 
‘‘  pregnancy  and  the  children,  which  Effy  Caw  mentioned  to  the 
‘  deponent,  but  which  fhe  does  not  now  recoiled:.” 

Ifabel  Walker  after  depofing,  that  flie  had  felt  lady  Jane  with 
live  child,  adds— <•  And  that  the  other  maid  Effy  Caw,  if  Ihe 
“  were  alive,  would  fwear  to  the  fame  purpofe  with  the  deponent  • 
tor  the  deponent  remembers,  that  one  day  at  Rheims  Ae  told 
*e  deponent,  that  having  been  pinning  down  my  lady’s  robe, 
ffe  felt  the  child  move  in  lady  Jane’s  belly;  that  my  lady  pulhed 
Effy  away,  faying  the  would  put  the  pins  in  herfelf,  and  that 

**  tny 
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“  my  lady’s  face  turned  red ;  and  Effy  in  telling  the  ftory  to  the 
“  deponent  faid,  that  my  lady  could  not  be  more  bafhful,  if  (he 
“  had  been  with  child  of  a  baftard.” 

The  purfuers  are  much  at  a  lofs,  what  to  fay  of  this  girl,  too 
young  for  an  accomplice,  and,  as  (he  is  proved  to  have  been 
twenty-two  years  of  age,  too  old  to  be  duped.  At  laft  it  comes  Mem.  pt.z. 
out  in  their  memorial,  that  Ifabel  Walker  was  an  accomplice,  and  P* 

Effy  Caw  was  deceived.  It  is  alTerted,  that  Effy  Caw  had  no  ac- 
cefs  to  fee  lady  Jane  without  her  cloaths,  diredly  contrary  to  what 
fhe  told  Mr.  Peters.  Yet  a  few  pages  before,  this  fame  girl  Effy 
Caw  is  charged  by  the  memorialift  with  having  invented  a  lie 
to  cover  the  fraud. 

There  is  little  dlfcernible  difference  between  thefe  twofervants.  d.p.  i.b. 
The  French  women,  where  they  lodged,  called  them  in  all  places  — -s-b. 
femmes  de  chambre,  or  filles  de  chambre.  They  both  confulted 

Mad.  Tewis  at  the  beginning  of  the  pregnancy — -they  both  adted  - 15.F’ 

occafionally  in  the  fame  flation  about  lady  Jane’s  perfon — were  in 
the  room  with  her,  when  die  undreffed  and  went  to  bed — they 
both  concur  in  the  fame  pofitive  teftimony  to  the  pregnancy,  p.p.  15^. 
though  Effy  Caw  was  difmiffed  the  fervice,  and  thought  herfelf 
injured.  The  purfuers  have  made  but  one  flight  mention  of 
Effy  Caw  in  their  memorial ;  and  I  do  not  find,  that  the  fpeakers 
in  Almon’s  or  Anderfon’s  books  have  once  condefcended  to  tell  us, 
what  they  think  of  her. 

This  is  the  proper  place  too  to  mention  an  obfervation,  which 
is  often  made  by  the  purfuers.  If  a  witnefs  concur  with  Mrs. 

Hewit  and  Ifabel  Walker  in  depofing,  that  lady  Jane’s  pregnancy 
was  remarkable,  and  that  fhe  was  very  big  ^  it  is  faid,  this  is  no 
proof  of  pregnancy,  as  it  was  eafily  affedled.  If  on  the  other 
hand,  a  witnefs,  fuch  as  Guenet,  fays  he  did  not  obferve  the  preg¬ 
nancy  this  is  infifted  on  as  full  proof  of  Mrs.  Hewit’s  and  Ifabel 
Walker’s  falfhood  :  and  at  the  fame  time  the  purfuers  admit,  that 
this  woman  Effy  Caw,  then  twenty-two  years  of  age,  who  was 
conftantly  with  them,  was  impofed  upon  ;  which  is  abfolutely  im- 
poffible. 

It  is  a  great  lofs  to  Mr.  Douglas,  that  the  family  of  Andrieux 
was  reduced  to  one  fingle  perfon,  before  the  commiflion  for  tak¬ 
ing  the  proof  came  out.  Mr.  and  Mad.  Andrieux  are  dead  ;  and 
Mr.  Florent  Andrieux  their  fon  is  the  only  witnefs  of  that  houfe, 
he  was  only  nineteen  years  old  in  1748. 
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D.P.  65.  F.  Mr.  Florent  Andrieux  depofes,  “  que  lui-meme,  depofant,  ne 
“  s’eft  jamais  apper9u,  que  Mad.  Stewart  fut  grofTe ;  obferve  le 
depofant,  qu’il  ne  pretend  pas  dire,  qu’elle  ne  fut  pas  groffe,  ni 
que  fa  mere  ait  pretendu  ni  foup9onne  nan  plus  que  lui,  qu  elle 
“  ne  fut  pas  groife  j  d  autant  plus,  qu’il  y  a  fouvent  des  femmes 
“  groffes  fans  paroitre  etre.” 


It  is  not^  to  be  expected  that  a  young  man  of  nineteen  fhould 
make  very  judicious  remarks  on  a  lady’s  pregnancy.  Had  Monf. 
Florent  Andrieux  obferved  the  pregnancy,  he  would  have  been  a 
witnefs  of  not  quite  fo  much  importance  as  Mifs  Primrofe  ;  but  it 
— — 64.B.  feems  he  has  more  to  fay  of  his  mother,  and  depofes,  “  que  Mad. 

‘‘  Stewart  quelque  terns  apres  fon  arrivee  en  cette  ville,  pria  Mad.' 
**  Andrieux,  mere  du  depofant,  de  lui  faire  faire  quelques  hardes 
d  enfant,  difant  a  la  dite  dame  Andrieux,  qu’elle  partoit  inceflam- 
**  ment  pour  aller  faire  fes  couches  a  Paris  :  depofe,  qu’il  ed;  cer- 
taine  que  Mad  fa  mere  a  fait  faire  les  hardes  en  queflion,  mais 
ne  l^ait  point  par  qui  elles  ont  ete  faites. 


That  Mad.  Andrieux  remained  fully  perfuaded  of  the  preg- 
64.  F.  not  only  from  Mr.  Andrieux’s  depofition,  who 

^  aentendu  perfonne,  dans  le  terns  anterieur  au  pro- 
ces,  dire  qu’on  foup9onnat  ces  deux  enfants  de  n’etre  pas  de 
Monf.  &  Mad.  Stewart;”  but  particularly  from  her  condudt. 
She  was  many  times  with  lady  Jane  before  the  journey  to  Paris, 
and  had  all  poffible  means  of  knowing,  whether  the  pregnancy 
was  real  or  not.  After  lady  Jane’s  return,  fhe  feems  to  have  at¬ 
tached  herfelf  more  to  a  new  acquaintance.  Mad.  Maillefer,  who 
was  a  lady  of  faihion,  than  to  Mad  Andrieux,  whofe  hulband  was 
a  wine- merchant.  Mad.  Maillefer  was  f  rfl  afked  to  be  god-mo- 
ther  to  Mr.  Douglas,  but  declined  the  office  upon  a  fcruffie  of  re- 

was  next  afked,  and  accepted  it.  Would 
_  _  fhe  have  adled  thus  ?  Would  ffie  not  have  availed  herfelf  of  fome 
excufe,  if  ffie  had  fufpefted  any  thing  diffionourable  in  the  c6n- 
duct  of  this  farnily  ?  It  is  plain  ffie  miftrufted  nothing;  and  it  is 
known  ffie  continued  her  attachment  to  lady  Jane,  from  her  let- 
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never  obferved,  that  Mad.  Stewart  was  with  child ;  bat  obferves 
that  he  does  not  pretend  to  fay,  that  fhe  was  not  with  child,  nor  that  his  mother  pretended 

r  fufpefted,  any  more  than  he,  that  fhe  was  not  with  child  ;  more  efpeciallv  as^there  a 
often  women  with  child  without  appearing  to  be  fo.”  pecialJy  as  there  are 

Stewart,  fome  time  after  her  arrival  in  the  town,  defired  Mad  Andrieux- 
the  deponent’s  mother,  to  get  fome  child’s  cloaths  made  for  her,  faying,  that  L 
very  foon  to  Pans  to  he  in  :  that  he  is  certain  that  his  mother  did  yt^thefec^ 
but  does  not  know  by  whom  they  were  made.”  °  cioatns  made. 


heard  any  one,  before  the  commencement  of  this  procefs  fav  thefe 
two  children  were  fufpefted  not  to  have  been  the  children  of  Mr.  and  E  LwL^” 


ter 
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ter  to  fir  John  Stewart,  dated  Rheims,  the  30th  of  May  1750,  in  d.p.  8S7.  e 
which  are  the  following  words,  letters  and  fyllables. 

((  Monf.  j’ay  refus  votre  cher  lettre  qui  a  bien  calme  mon 
**  efpris  de  la  nuis  que  je  refantes  de  neux  plus  favoir  ou  vous  etiez 
“  ny  ma  chere  milady,  ny  mon  cher  petit  poulefl:  je  an  neft  plures 
cent  foy,  je  neux  conteft  plus  a  voir  de  ves  noufvelle  puifque 
**  jay  ete  fife  moy  cent  an  na  voir  je  fuis  bien  cent  fible  au  bonte 
“  que  mylady  a  pour  moy  je  lanbrafe  de  tout  mon  cceur  de  meme 
“  les  cher  petit  meiieur  an  particulier  mon  cher  pouled:  que  je 
nous  blires  jamay  je  preante  may  refpet  les  plus  profont  a  Made- 
“  moifelle  Jouet  Monfieur  puifque  votre  de  meur  neft  pas  ancore 
‘‘  fique  je  ves  pries  Dieu  qui  vous  inpire  de  reuenire  a  Reims,  fyfa 
“  vous  fepare  de  votre  peit  fa  raprocheura  mon  cher  poulefl  du 
“  cien  c’efl  un  petit  Franfay  fy  jay  le  bonneur  de  leur  revoir 
“  quelle  que  jour  je  ferray  au  conble  de  ma  jois,  &c.” 

After  this  it  is  in  vain  to  plead,  that  Mad.  Andrieux  is  awit- 
nefs  againfl  the  pregnancy.  The  defender  has  not  the  advantage 
of  her  teflimony  5  but  it  is  certain  fhe  never  miflrufled  the  preg¬ 
nancy  ;  and  that  fhe  had  very  fufficient  means  of  knowing,  whe¬ 
ther  it  was  real  or  affedled. 

SECT.  XVII. 

V, 

Of  the  motives  y  on  which  Lady  fane  removed  to  Paris. 

K 

w  ■*. 

WE  are  come  to  the  end  of  the  proof  of  pregnancy  j  but 
there  flill  remain  to  be  confidered  fome  circumflances  in 
the  condu(5l  of  lady  Jane  and  Sir  John  Stewart,  on  which  great 
flrefs  is  laid  by  the  purfuers,  and  by  the  Lords  of  Seffion  who  are 
againfl  Mr.  Douglas.  They  afk.  Why  did  they  go  to  Paris  ?  Why 
did  they  wait  fo  long  after  that  refolution  was  taken  ?  and.  Why 
conceal  this  refolution  from  all  their  acquaintance  ?  and.  Why  did 
they  leave  the  maids  behind  ? — Thefe  are  the  mofl  important 
points  in  the  prefumptive  evidence  of  the  purfuers,  and  certainly 
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*  “  I  have  received  your  dear  letter,  which  has  quieted  my  uneafinefs  a  great  deal  on 
account  of  not  knowing  any  longer  where  you  or  my  dear  lady  nor  my  dear  little  chicken 
were ;  I  do  not  expeft  to  hear  from  you  again,  as  1  was  fix  months  without  any  accounts 
of  you.  —  lam  very  fenfible  of  my  lady’s  goodnefs  for  me  ;  I  embrace  her  with  all  my 
heart,  as  well  as  the  dear  little  gentlemen,  particularly  my  deareft  chicken,  whom  I  will 
never  forget.  I  prefent  my  profoundeft  refpefts  to  Mad.  Hewit.  As  your  place  of  abode 
is  not  yet  fixed,  I  will  pray  God  to  infpire  you  with  a  refolution  of  returning  to  Rheims. 
If  this  feparates  you  from  your  country,  it  will  bring  my  dear  little  chicken  to  his,  he  is 
a  little  Frenchman.  If  I  have  thehappinefs  to  fee  you  again,  1  lhall  be  at  the  height  of 
my  joy,  &c.» 

B  b  deferve 
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dcferve  the  attention  of  every  one  who  wiihes  to  inveftkate  the 
truth.  ° 

The  defender  may  juftly  complain  of  the  difficulty  he  is  under, 
in  being  required  to  account  for  the  adions  of  his  parents  at  fo 
great  a  diftance  of  time.  The  motives  of  our  conduft  are  often 
to  flight  and  tranfient,  that  we  are  apt  to  forget  them  ourfelves  in 
a  few  years.  How  then  can  We  attempt  to  enter  into ‘the  hearts 
of  other  perfons,  and  affign  them  motives,  which  they  never 

The  writer  of  thefe  papers  is  very  fenfible  of  this  difficulty.  He 
does  not  pretend ‘to  fpeak  with  certainty;  he  only  flatters  himfelf. 
that  he  can  account  for  this  conduiS  in  a  more  fatisfaiSfory  man- 
ner,  than  the  purfuers  have  done.  They  impute  the  whole  to  a 
defign  of  fuppofing  children.  Had  there  been  one  pofitive  cir- 
cumftance  of  proof,  that  the  children  Were  fuppofed,  the  writer 
of  thefe  papers  would  have  gone  into  their  reafoning.  But  at  nre- 
fent  this  IS  a  mere  petitio  principii.  There  is  no  proof,  that  the 
children  were  fuppofed ;  and  to  impute  any  aftions  to  a  caufe, 
which  IS  not  known  to  exift,  is  in  all  cafes  as  contradiftory  to  com- 

^rpLn’  to  humanity  in  this  attack  upon  an 

rJf"  .1°"/  P^y  ^  due  attention  to  the 

reafons  affigned  for  this  condudf  by  fir  John  Stewart  and  the  fa- 

y.  If  thefe  reafons  can  be  vindicated,  and  rendered  probable. 

we  have  no  right  to  indulge  ourfelves  in  the  fearch  of  new  ones. 

The  iirfl  queftion  is,  W^hy  did  they  go  to  Paris 

The  reafon  uniformly  affigned  by  fir  John,  lady  Jane,  and  the 

tC  at’Rheims.  ^  ^difiance  at  Paris  , 

The  purfuers  have  examined  a  great  many  perfons  to  prove 
^  ‘  ~  ..  Ai,: 

In  the  way  thefe  queftions  are  put,  they  muft  have  produced  the 

[tfTir "wh"*  of  Hottentots.  The  faft  fpeaks  for 

itfelf.  Wherever  it  pleafes  the  Divine  Providence  to  continue  the 

race  of  mankind,  there  are  all  the  means  neceifary  for  their  conti 

nuation.  But  after  all.  midwifery  is  Hill  reputed  I  fcience  amon^ 

us  Europeans ;  and  there  are  frequent  inftances  of  women,  who 

confiderable  expence  and  trouble  change  their  abode  *in  the 

laft  months  of  their  pregnancy  for  better  alliance.  This  cafe  is 

fo 
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fo  common  amongft  people  of  falhion,  that  there  is  nothing  fur- 
prifing  in  the  condudt  of  lady  Jane,  provided  fhe  could  afford  the 
expence  of  the  journey.  We  need  not  even  fuppofe  any  thing  to 
the  difadvantage  of  the  pradtitioners  at  Rheims;  for  fir  John 
Stewart  and  lady  Jane  were  Grangers,  and  might  have  been  influ¬ 
enced  by  falfe  reports.  So  that  the  purfuers  are  mifliaken  in  their 
attacks,  and  the  evidence  they  produce  is  foreign  to  the  purpofe. 

In  reality,  the  art  of  midwifery  is  in  no  degree  of  credit  in  the  d.p.  373.  d. 
provincial  towns  of  France  3  and  to  come  to  Rheims  in  particular,  —  376- 
exclufive  of  the  certificate  from  the  gentlemen  of  the  faculty,  who 

produce  their  bonnet  de  dodleur  as  a  proof  of  their  merit,  jufl  as  - 66.  c.  ' 

a  Capuchin  would  produce  his  hood,  the  proof  amounts  to  thus 

much. — Monf.  Florent.  Andrieux,  who  is  in  trade,  is  contented - 37. 

with  the  afliflance  at  Rheims — Mad.  Negrette — Le  Chevalier  ' 

Douglas — Mad.  Maillefer — Mrs.Lcflie,  who  are  people  of  fafhion, 
are  non-content.  The  whole  difference  about  the  journey  to  Paris, 
is  only  this ;  that,  whether  lady  Jane  went  or  ftaid  at  Rheims, 
in  the  one  cafe  fhe  had  done  right,  and  in  the  other  fhe  had  not 
done  wrong. 

2d.  Queflion,  Why  did  they  wait  fo  long  at  Rheims,  after 
the  refolution  was  taken  to  go  to  Paris  ? — and.  Why  conceal  that 
refolution  when  taken  ? 

There  is  no  diredl  anfwer  to  this  queflion  in  the  proof,  becaufe 
the  proof  was  taken  before  the  prefumptive  argument  was  formed. 

However,  it  is  urged  with  great  affurance  in  the  memorial  and  in  Mem.  pt. 
feveral  places  of  Almon’s  book.  In  anfwer  to  all  this,'  the  writer  P- 
of  thefe  papers  thinks  it  plain  from  many  circumftances  in  proof, 
that  they  did  go  to  Paris  as  foon  as  the  refolution  was  taken ;  and 
at  the  time,  when  it  was  rationally  believed  lady  Jane  could  very 
well  fupport  the  journey. 

In  order  to  deduce  the  time  of  this  refolution  from  circum- 
flances,  we  mufl  look  back  a  little  on  what  has  pafled.  The 
chevalier  Douglas  fays,  he  advifed  fir  John  Stewart  at  Liege  to  p.p.  39.*. 
condudl  lady  Jane  to  Paris,  rather  than  to  Rheims ;  and  that 
fir  John  faid,  he  was  inclined  to  do  it,  but  that  he  was  afraid  he 
fhould  want  money.  It  fhould  be  remembered,  that  fir  John  had 
not  at  that  time  relinquiflied  his  plan  of  fettling  in  Switzerland,  as 
foon  as  lady  Jane  was  delivered  ;  and  he  certainly  had  not  money 
enough  to  enable  him  to  undertake  both  journies.  However,  his 
anfwer,  that  he  was  inclined  to  do  fo,  agrees  exadtly  with  the  ac¬ 
count  of  the  credit  lady  Jane  had  taken  upon  a  banker  at  Paris, 

oil  elle  ne  paffera  (peutetre)  pas.”  This  advice  of  the  chevalier 

B  b  t  Douglas 
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Douglas  made  fo  much  impreffion  upon  fir  John,  that  he  told  Mr. 
Hepburn  of  Keith  he  would  go  to  Paris,  not  as  a  pretence  for 
leaving  Liege  where  he  never  meant  to  ftay,  but  in  confequence 
of  a  tranfient  perfuafion  that  it  was  right.  However,  he  foon 
changed  his  fentiments,  and  went  on  to  Sedan.  Had  fir  John  faid 
he  would  go  to  Paris,  and  gone  fecretly  to  Rheims,  one  might 
have  fuppofed  there  was  fomething  to  be  tranfaa:ed  in  fecret  at 
Rheims.  Had  he  faid,  he  would  go  to  Rheims,  and  gone  pri¬ 
vately  to  Paris,  we  might  have  gueifed  there  was  a  plot  to  be 
executed  at  Paris.  Put  all  this  was  faid  and  done  openly  before 
all  their  friends,  and  appears  in  the  depofition  of  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Hepburn,  who  were  never  defired  to  keep  it  fecret.  It  cannot  be 
imagined,  that  he  had  any  intention  of  going  to  Paris  at  the  time 
he  fet  out  for  Sedan.  There  is  no  myflery  in  this  condudt,  nor 
any  ciime,  unlefs  we  fuppofe  it  a  crime  to  change  one’s  mind. 
That  they  continued  for  fome  time  in  the  refolution  of  remain¬ 
ing  at  Rheims  till  after  the  delivery,  is  very  certain. 

It  has  been  feen,  that  though  their  intention  on  leaving  Aix  was 
to  have  gone  to  Geneva,  yet  that  they  even  then  had  fome 
thoughts  of  being  obliged  to  (lop  at  Rheims  till  after  the  delive¬ 
ry.  At  Liege,  where  lady  Jane  had  appeared  to  every  perfon  very 
far  gone  with  child,  they  feem  to  have  been  Rill  more  confirm¬ 
ed  in  this  belief;  and  by  the  time  they  arrived  at  Rheims,  they 
57.  D.  certainly  had  given  up  thoughts  of  going  further.  Thus  on  the 
8th  of  June  1748,  the  very  day  after  their  arrival  at  Rheims 
they  take  lodgings  at  Hibert’s  by  the  month,  as  appears  from 
Mr.  Hibert’s  houfhold-book.  ^ 


—  572.  K.  In  fir  John’s  letter  to  lord  Crawford  the  day  after,  viz,  the  oth  of 
June,  he  fays,  “  I  would  be  much  wanting  in  duty  (knowing  the 
-  intereft  you  take  in  lady  Jane’s  welfare)  if  I  did  not  acquaint 
your  lordfhip  with  her  fafe  arrival  here  yefierdayj  herlikino- 
the  place,  with  fome  other  reafons  againfi:  fatiguing  journies^ 
have  determined  her  making  halt  for  fome  time,  where  no  one 
“  thing  could  contribute  more  to  her  ladyfhip’s  fatisfadtion  and 
“  happinefs,  than  to  know  from  dear  lord  Crawford’s  felf,  that  he 
is  well,  &c.  We^  flatter  ourfelves,  if  the  peace  goes  on,  with 
“  fome  hope  of  Reing  you  in  your  way  to  Barege,  Ihould  it  be 
needful,  or  rather  to  being  diverted  after  your  innumerable 
“  fatigues  of  war,  &c.” 

By  the  excerpts  produced  from  Mr.  Andrieux’s  books  it  ap¬ 
pears,  that  on  the  loth  of  June  they  received  from  Mr.  Andrreux 
519- A.  no  lefs  than  a  hundred  and  thirty  bottles  of  wine,  which  was  a 

fufficient 
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fufficient  provifion  for  them  for  near  two  months.  It  is  abfolutely 
impofhble,  that  they  would  have  invited  lord  Crawford  to  come 
and  fee  them,  or  that  they  would  have  taken  lodgings  by  the 
month  ;  and  that  they  would  in  their  circumftances  have  laid  in 
fo  much  wine  at  a  time,  when  lady  Jane  appeared  to  every  perfon 
eight  months  gone  with  child,  unlefs  they  had  intended  at  this 
time  to  remain  at  Rheims. 

That  they  were  advifed  to  ,go  to  Paris,  is  alfo  in  evidence. 

Ifabel  Walker  fays,  “  That  Mrs.  Andrews  (Andrieux)  told  the  Min.  6.1,. 
deponent  fome  time  after  lady  Jane  was  gone  to  Paris,  that 
fir  John  or  lady  Jane  had  alked  her,  if  there  were  perfons  of 
“  {kill  there  ;  to  which  (he  anfwered,  that  there  were  none  of 
great  fkill ;  and  that  people  of  better  condition,  if  they  thought 
themfelves  in  danger,  either  went  to  Paris,  or  fent  for  a  per- 
‘‘  fon  from  Paris  to  attend  them  :  and  Mrs.  Andrieux  alfo  faid, 
that  Ihe  had  told  them,  that  thofe  who  wanted  to  be  frugal, 

**  or  to  fave  their  money,  went  there  privately  themfelves,  rather 
than  fend  for  one  5  and  the  deponent  believes,  that  lady  Jane 
“  changed  her  refolution  upon  hearing,  that  there  were  not  per- 
‘‘  fons  of  fkill  in  Rheims.” 

Mrs.  Hewit  underdood  no  French,  and  therefore  could  not  p.p.  251.L. 
converfe  with  Mad.  Andrieux  ;  but  die  tells  us  a  converfation,  that 
paffed  in  her  prefence  between  lady  Jane  and  Mad.  Andrieux  two 
or  three  days  after  the  family  came  to  Rheims,  as  it  was  after¬ 
wards  explained  to  her  by  lady  Jane. 

She  fays,  that  lady  Jane  did  at  this  time  inquire  of  Mrs.  An-  — 251.G. 
drieux,  what  affiftance  could  be  procured  at  Rheims  for  her  de¬ 
livery  ;  and  was  anfwered,  that  they  were  ignorant  as  brutes  in 
that  refpe(ft>  and  that  Ihe,  Mrs.  Andrieux,  had  one  child,  in 
the  birth  whereof  by  their  unfkilfulnefs  fhe  had  contradted  a  dif- 
eafe,  which  rendered  her  incapable  of  having  more  children,  and 
had  ruined  her  conftitution  ;  and  therefore  fhe  advifed  laay  Jane 
to  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  people  of  Rheims  upon  that  oc- 
cafion. 

The  firft  fpeaker  in  Almon’s  book  is  faid  to  have  given  the  fol¬ 
lowing  account  of  this  part  of  Mrs.  Hewit’s  depofition  :  [a)  By 
way  of  excufe  for  their  leaving  Rheims,  where  they  might  have 
“  had  the  beft  affiftance  (W^hat  !  better  than  at  Paris?),  Mrs. 

Hewit  has  told  us  the  wonderful  ftory  of  a  lady,  (whom  flie 
“  would  have  us  believe  was  Mad.  Andrieux,  though  it  is  clear 
**  it  was  not  ffie)  giving  lady  Jane  the  advice  to  leave  Rheims  on 

(a)  Lord  Prefident. 


**  account 


I  go 
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account  of  the  unfkilful  praditioners  there ;  and  this  ftory  ac- 

cording  to  Mrs  Hewit,  was  told  to  lady  Jane  about  the  6th  of 
June.’' 


Why  lay,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  would  make  us  believe  it  was  Mad, 
Andrieux,  when  (he  fays  it  pofitively  five  times  ?  Why  fay  that 
the  ftory  was  told  according  to  Mrs.  Hewit  on  the  6th  of  Tune 
when  fee  fays  exprefly  it  was  two  or  three  days  after  they  came 
to  Rheims  ?  And  there  is  written  proof,  that  they  arrived  at  Rheims 

m!h°a  r  faw 

Mad.  Andrieux. — Has  tibi  funt  artes. 

None,  but  a  very  zealous  advocate  for  the  purfuers,  would 
have  levelled  his  logical  lhaft  at  Mrs.  Hewit  in  this  place  :  for 
here  certainly  her  honour  is  above  fufpicion,  becaufe  it  appears 
flie  was  not  the  only  perfon,  to  whom  lady  Jane  told  the  fame 
Rory.  This  is  in  proof  by  a  witnefs,  of  whom  the  gentleman 
above-quoted  is  faid  to  have  made  great  ufe;  to  whom  therefore 

he  cannot  obje<a,  though  it  may  be  matter  of  general  doubt,  how 
father  teftimony  is  admiflible. 

Thewriter  of  thefe papers  is  fenfible  of  the  neceflity  of  admittinsr 
a  fecond-hand  kind  of  evidence  in  this  caufe,  which  came  on  ff 
many  years  after  the  fuSs,  on  which  it  depends,  had  part,  and 
when  many  important  witnelfes  were  dead.  But  a  witneft  at  third- 
hand  who  comes  to  tell  us  what  was  told  by  a  dead  perfon,  who 

to  be  °  hardly 

to  be  adiniflible.  Circumftances  vary  fo  much  in  pafling  through 

different  hands,  that  were  the  whole  of  this  caufe  related  byfufh 

perfons,  the  whole  would  be  difcredited,  and  we  fliould  ne^^r  fee 

any  one  point  on  which  we  could  fix.-The  witnefs,  of  whom 

we  are  nowlpeakmg,  is  the  honourable  Mrs.  Primrofe.  She  he“ 

felf  knows  nothing  relative  to  this  procefs,  nor  has  Ihe  converfed 

with  any  one  who  did  j  but  flie  fays,  «  That  fome  time  after 

lady  Jane  Douglas  came  into  Scotland  with  the  children,  ftc 

came  in  a  forenoon-vifit  with  the  children  to  lady  Stair’s  the 

;;  s  fflother :  that  on  this  occafion,  lady  Jane  c£ 

“  advlr-"^’’"‘?  ^"°ther  room,  and  the  depone/t  was  told  by 

fn  came  to  complain 

w injuries  flie  had  received  at  Douglas-caftle 
Were  both  thefe  noble  ladies  alive  now,  one  fliould  imline  thS 
what  lady  Jane  might  have  faid  in  pleading  as  an  advocal  in  her 
own  caufe,  would  never  be  admitted  without  fome  corroborating 

S  '".^“"‘‘■adiaion  to  what  flie  would  have  fworn  witf 

the  flriaeft  precifion  of  a  witnefs  upon  oathj  nor  can  we  TagToe, 

that 
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that  lady  Stair,  a  lady  of  the  ilrideft  honour,  who.  It  fecms  ac¬ 
cording  to  this  witnefs,  wasinjoined  fecrecy,  would  communicate 
any  material  fa(as  with  which  fhe  had  been  trufted.  However, 
it  feems,  (he  did  indulge  her  daughter’s  curiofity  in  fome  points,, 
but  in  none  but  what  fir  John  Stewart,  Mrs.  Hewit,  and  Ifabel 
Walker  have  told  from  the  very  firft.  So  that  this  witnefs  is  not 
introduced  to  fay  any  thing,  which  would  be  unknown  without 
her  help  ;  but  only  to  relate  what  was  known  before  in  a  differ¬ 
ent  manner,  and  with  fuch  rhetorical  embellifliments  as  it  would 
naturally  acquire,  as  it  paffed  in  a  converfation  between  perfons 
little  in terefted  in  the  real  (late  of  fadts  i  in  order  to  difcredit, 

-by  this  variation,  what  is  depofed  upon  a  furer  caufe  of  know¬ 
ledge  by  Mrs.  Hewit  and  Ifabel  Walker. 

It  is  time  now  to  hear  the  witnefs,  fmce  the  court  with  great 
•indulgence  has  admitted  her. 

Mifs  Primrofe  depofes,  “  That  lady  Stair  told  her,  that  lady  P.P. 
Jane  told  her,  that  (he  intended  to  have  lain  in  at  Rheims, 
but  that  the  morning  that  (he  came  there,  there  was  a  lady  of 
**  that  place  tliat  delired  to  fee  her  \  to  which  lady  Jane  fent 
**  anfwer,  that  (he  was  fo  fatigued  (he  was  Rill  in  bed,  and  could 
“  fee  nobody ;  the  lady  fent  word,  that  it  was  a  matter  of  confe- 
“  quence  (he  had  to  tell  her  :  upon  which  (he  was  admitted. 

“  She  begged  pardon  for  intruding,  and  faid  it  was  a  matter  of 
“  confcience  5  (he  heard  (lie  had  come  there  with  an  intention  of 
“  lying  in,  and  that  (he  was  obliged  to  tell  her  that  there  was 
“  nobody  in  that  town  that  was  capable  of  doing  the  office  of 
“  midwife  :  lady  Jane  faid,  that  (he  had  fent  away  her  coach, 
and  her  finances  were  too  low  to  proceed  farther ;  but  that 
“  the  lady’s  arguments  were  fo  pathetic,  that  ffie  perfuaded  her 
“  to  take  a  poft-chaife,  in  which  lady  Jane  and  Mrs.  Hewit  went 
to  Paris,  as  the  deponent  thinks,  that  day,  but  cannot  be 
“  pofitive.” 

It  is  plain,  that  this  is  at  the  bottom  the  very  fame  account 
to  which  Mrs.  Plewit  and  Ifabel  Walker  have  depofed  ;  and  that 
in  reality  it  fcarce  contradids  them  :  yet  it  is  embellifhed  with 
many  adventitious  circumflances  of  idle  talk,  which  nobody  can 
believe.  It  is  plain  too,  that  this  is  the  wonderful  Rory  of  a. 
lady,  which  theperfon  quoted  before  has  been  made  to  father  upon 
Mrs.  Hewit,  and  for  which  he  has  abufed  her.  He  has  not  men¬ 
tioned  Mifs  Primrofe’s  name  here,  but  he  cites  her  foon  after  as 
the  Rngle  evidence  of  lady  Jane’s  falfhood,  with  which  he  parac^fes 
through  two  pages  on  her  authority  y  of  this  w'e  fhall  fee  more  in 
the  laR:  part  of  the  proof. 
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_  We  fee  then,  that  lady  Jane’s  converfation  with  Mad  An- 
.  dneux  is  eftabliihed  upon  the  heft  evidence  the  cafe  will  admit 
of  at  this  time,  when  both  the  parties  are  dead ;  for  it  is  re¬ 
ported  in  proof  by  two  witneffes,  who  received  their  information 
level-ally  and  independently  from  each  of  the  perfons  concerned- 
It  has  alio  found  its  way  from  lady  Jane  to  the  court  by  a  third 
channel,  diitindt  from  either  of  the  former. 

But  the  learned  perfon  above  quoted  is  ftill  made  to  fay,  that  it  is 
cfoar  It  was  not  Mrs.  Andrieux.  It  is  difficult  toguefs  upon  what 

‘ U-®  ‘he  account  Hands  uncontradided  in  the 
p  oof,  wemuft  lookfor  his  reafons  mthepurfuers  memorial.  There 

haf faTd  ^'’ThTh'  ", Mr.  Florent  Andrieux 

has  laid.  That  he  never  heard,  that  his  mother  advifed  Mad 

Stewart  to  go  and  lie  in  at  Paris.”  This  is  very  credible.  m7 

Flor^T  A  7“  invidious  :  and  Mr. 

rent  Andrieux  was  then  a  boy  of  nineteen.  But  what  weight 

ran  this  have  againft  the  pofitive  teftimony  of  thofe,  who  fwfar 

foe  did  give  that  advice  .?  ,Vlr.  Florent  Andrieux  has  faid  to^ 

’  told  of  itTvVd ‘^'f  pregnancy,  before  Ihe  was 

fhe  HiH  'Th^  ^  mother  never  told  him,  that 

W  htd  an^b  Mad.  Andrieux  may 

have  had  all  the  necelTary  opportunities  of  knowing  whether  what 

was  told  her  was  true  or  falfe,  and  doubtlefs  Ihe  had  Them  Aftr 

all,  the  propriety  of  this  advice  does  not  depend  ujorthe  perl 

nal  obfervation  of  the  pregnancy,  which  Mad.  Andrieux  mav  be 

64-r.  prefumed  to  have  made.  Mr.  Florent  Andrieux  hTfZ 

would  engage  her  to  p-ive  this  fnVnHlv  oA  '  t 

|.«pl.  of  IU.o.„.  ttooU  „o. 

In  Almon  s  book,  p.  ino,  mav  be  rear?  **  T'Vio  *  i 

‘‘  Hetir‘''crerlj£?°'J  J-eTnd ‘mTs! 

“  appears’  th«  TT'  advicef  for  it 

appears  that  fhe  never  took  her  even  to  be  orep-nanf  ”  Tf  * 

Srkfi  !l°  '‘'ould  call  evfoeLe,  if  hi  be 

diffatisfied  with  the  evidence  of  this  fad  All  the  Tin. V 

fiance 
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fiance  of  the  miferable  effefls,  that  follow  from  inattention  to  the 
evidence,  and  prepofieflion  in  favour  of  a  great  authority.  We 
have  here  the  ftory  of  the  unkno\^n  lady  charged  a  fecond  time 
upon  Mrs.  Hewit,  with  one  additional  circumftance  ;  Mrs. 
Hewit  is  now  become  an  original  witnefs  diftindl  from  lady  Jane ; 
which  this  learned  perfon  might  have  known  was  itnpoffible  from 
almoft  every  page  of  the  proof. 


SECT.  XVIII. 

Of  the  timej  at  which  lady  fane  went  to  Paris. 

H  E  firft  advice  to  go  to  Paris  was  given  to  lady  Jane,  ac¬ 
cording  to  Mrs.  Hewit,  two  or  three  days  after  they  came  P.P.  251.L. 
to  Rheims,  that  is,  on  the  9th  Or  loth  of  June.  If  this  then 
was  the  advice  which  prevailed,  why  did  they  not  go  to  Paris  di- 
r^ftly  ? 

As  Mrs.  Hewit  here  fpeaks  in  general  of  two  or  three  days, 
this  ought  not  to  be  underftood  in  a  very  limited  manner ;  very 
probably  infiead  of  two  or  three  days,  it  may  have  been  feven  or 
eight  days  after  their  arrival.  Mifiakes  of  this  kind  are  to  be 
found  in  every  depofition  in  this  procefs.  In  the  fame  manner 
fhe  fays,  they  arrived  at  Rheims  from  Aix  about  the  middle  of 
June  5  though  it  appears  they  arrived  the  7th.  But  in  order  to 
fix  the  time  when  this  advice  was  given,  and  the  refolution  of 
going  to  Paris  taken,  with  as  great  precifion  as  poffible,  we  mufi; 
have  recourfe  to  conjediure;  but  this  conjedlure  will  be  founded 
upon  real  fad:.  It  appears  in  proof,  that  lady  Jane  was  very  far 
from  being  of  a  timid  or  hafiy  difpofition.  She  was  willing  to  lie- 
in  any  where,  at  Bedbour,  or  at  Bruffels  ;  and  fiie  came  from 
Aix  with  a  prejudice  in  favour  of  Rheims,  as  a  place  where  fiie 
might  fecurely  lie-in,  before  fhe  went  to  Geneva.  The  chevalier 
Douglas  had  warned  fir  John  againft  Rheims,  but  his  advice  had 
made  no  lading  imprefiion ;  and  they  had  fince  been  at  a  confider- 
able  expence  and  trouble  in  dired  oppolition  to  it.  We  may 
very  well  therefore  allow  fome  time  for  refledion,  after  this  ad¬ 
vice  was  given  the  fecond  time  ;  an  advice,  after  all,  rather  founded 
on  prejudice  than  judgment.  Add  to  this,  that  the  expence 
of  the  journey  to  Paris  would  entirely  defeat  the  intended  fettle- 
ment  at  Geneva,  which  they  had  not  relinquiihed  on  the  9th  of 
June.  It  is  probable  therefore  upon  the  whole,  that  when  lady 
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Jane  and  fir  John  had  been  fome-time  at  Rheims,  they  began 
to  like  the  place,  and  intended  to  fettle  there,  as  lady  Jane 
wrote  to  lady  Charles  Kerr*  They  could  then  afford  the 
journey  to  Paris,  to  which  they  were  before  inclined,  and  to 
P.P.66.  F.  which  they  had  been  advifed,  and  to  which  they  had  never  made 
any  objedlion  but  the  expence. 


D.P.  64.  c.  Mr.  F.  Andrieux  has  not  any  determinate  recolledion  of  the 
length  of  time  Mad.  Stewart  fpent  at  Rheims  in  this  firft  vifit. 
There  is  no  kind  of  doubt,  but  Mad.  Andrieux  was  amongd:  the 
lirft  perfons  informed  of  the  refolution  of  going  to  Paris.  But  the 
•— 54*B*  fird;  account  of  this  refolution  which  appears  in  proof,  is  in  the 
P.P.  163^0.  depofitions  of  Mr.  Mackenzie  and  Mademoif.  Sautrez.  Mr.  Mac¬ 
kenzie  thinks,  he  was  told  of  this  intention  about  a  week  before 
they  fet  out  3  and  Mademoif.  Sautrez  dates  her  information  the 
evening  before  Mr.  Mackenzie. 


Mr.  Qiierangal,  clerk  at  the  cudom-houfe,  to  whom  fir 
John  applied  for  the  recovery  of  his  trunk,  which  had  been  de¬ 
tained  at  Torcy,  containing  his  table  and  bed-linen  (faying  he 
had  the  more  need  of  it  becaufe  his  wife  was  with  child)  fays,  he 
advifed  Mr.  Stewart  to  write  to  the  farmers-general  for  an  order 
to  have  it  fent  to  Rheims,  which  he  did  3  and  that  Mr.  Stewart 
called  feveral  times  afterwards  to  know,  if  the  anfwer  from  the 
farmers-general  was  received:  the  anfwer  came  on  the  19th  of 
June :  and  Mr.  Querangal  afterwards  fays,  that  three  or  four 
days  before  the  departure  of  Mr.  and  Mad.  Stewart  for  Paris,, 
they  came  to  him,  and  afked  him,  if  it  was  neceifary  to  feal,  or 
take  any  other  precaution  in  order  to  tranfport  their  trunks  to 
Paris  3  where  Mr.  Stewart  then  faid.  Mad.  Stewart  was  going  to 
be  brought  to-bed.— -From  this  depolition  it  fhould  feem,  that, 
the  refolution  of  going  to  Paris  was  not  taken,  till  after  the  arrival 
of  the  order  from  the  farmers-general  on  the  19th  of  June. 

Mademoif.  Sautrez  fays,  fhe  was  told  of  their  refolution  to  leave 
Rheims  upon  a  Tuefday  3  and  as  it  appears  from  the  letter  to  lord 
Crawford  and  the  depofition  of  Querangal,  that  they  had  not 
come  to  the  final  refolution  of  going  to  Paris  till  after  the  J9th  of 
June,  it  mud  have  been  Tuefday  the  25th  of  June  when  Ma¬ 
demoif.  Sautrez  was  told  of  it,  and  that  fhe  carried  home  the 

gowns  faid  to  have  been  altered  by  her  on  Friday  the  28th. _ So> 

that  they  made  no  unnecefiary  delay  in  going,  after  they  refolved 
to  do  it  3  having  gone  by  the  firfl  coach,  viz.  on  Tuefday  the 
2d  of  July. 
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The  incident  too  of  the  want  of  their  trufik,  detained  at  Torcy, 
for  the  delivery  whereof  an  order  arrived  on  the  19th  of  June, 
which  was  immediately  fent  on  to  Torcy,  might  have  inclined 
them  to  wait  as  long  as  poffibre. 

They  fet  out  at  laft  without  it;  and  lady  Jane  fupported  the 
journey  very  well.  The  time  was  neither  too  foon,  nor  too  late. 

It  fliould  be  remembered,  that  lady  Jane  during  her  journey  to 
Rheims  had  felt  the  effedts  of  that  periodical  complaint,  which 
fometimes  releafes  a  child  from  its  mother's  womb  at  what  is 
ufually  called  the  end  of  feven  months.  When  thefe  were  hap¬ 
pily  paffed  over,  there  was  the  lefs  danger  of  a  premature 
birth ;  and  it  became  probable  fhe  would  bear  her  child  its  full 
time.  A  near  examination  of  the  proof  of  the  pregnancy  will 
Ihew,  that  lady  Jane  had  miftaken  a  few  days  in  counting  her 
months  ;  and  did  not  expedl  to  be  delivered  fo  foon  as  July 
l-he  loth. 

If  we  look  back  to  the  earlieft  proof  of  pregnancy,  we  lhall  D.P.  i5.r* 
find,  that  it  was  not  obferved  with  certainty  by  Mad.  Tewis  till 
the  beginning  of  November.  The  firfl  lign  of  pregnancy,  the 
fuppreflio  menfium,  is  equivocal  in  perfons  of  advanced  age,  and 
lady  Jane  never  fpoke  of  it.  When  the  perfons  about  her  had 
fatisfied  themfelves  that  fhe  was  really  pregnant,  though  it  is  not 
to  be  doubted  that  they  made  fome  allowance  for  the  time  elapfed 
before  their  obfervation  began,  yet  it  is  not  probable  that  they 
carried  their  reckoning  fo  far  back  as  the  8th  of  October,  the 
day  on  which  the  pregnancy  mufi:  regularly  have  begun  in  this 
year,  to  correfpond  with  the  birth  on  the  10th  of  July  fol-  - 
lowing. 

A  remarkable  paragraph  in  the  premiere  plainte  already  cited - 1021. 

fhews,  that  the  Rheims  witnefies,  whom  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart 
confulted,  were  once  of  opinion,  that  lady  Jane  was  not  quite  fo 
near  the  time  of  her  lying-in  when  fhe  went  from  Rheims,  as  fhe 
afterwards  was  known  to  have  been. 

If  we  look  forward  to  the  day  of  the  birth,  we  find  that  fir  p.p.6i.k. 
John  Stewart  tells  lord  Crawford  in  the  morning  of  that  day, 

“  The  happy  hour  we  look  for  daily.”  It  is  plain  from  Mrs. 

Hewit’s  letter  to  the  maids,  that  fhe  expected  nothing  fo  early;  Serv.p.34. b. 
and  though  one  cannot  well  admit  the  whole  account  of  the  ho¬ 
nourable  Mifs  Primrofe,  with  all  the  variations  it  has  unavoidably 
undergone  in  pafiing  through  fo  many  hands,  yet  there  is  fome  truth 
at  the  bottom ;  for  all  the  perfons  through  whofe  hands  it  paffed 
are  truly  honourable,  and  the  whole  turn  of  lady  Jane’s  conver-  D.P.  69.0; 
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ration  with  lady  Stair  ferves  to  Ihew,  that  the  little  ones  made 
their  appearance  in  the  world  fome  fmall  time  before  they  were 
expedled.  ^ 

Let  us  view  every  thing,  as  it  appeared  to  the  family  at  the- 
time,  and  we  fliall  be  led  to  think,  that  lady  Jane  was  indiffe¬ 
rent  about  this  journey  to  Paris  ;  that  it  was  the  tendernefs  of  fir 
John  Stewart  awakened  by  the  fears  and  terrors,  and  perhaps  re¬ 
proaches,  of  Mrs.  Hewit,  which  prevailed ;  and  carried  them 
thither  at  the  moment  the  moft  fuitable  to  their  circumflances, 
and  to  their  future  defigns,  and  in  no  manner  contradidlory  to 
the  opinion  they  had  rationally  formed  of  the  ftate  of  ladv  Tane^s 
health  and  condition. 

It  may  have  been  allced  en  paflant,  why  they  concealed  theic' 
refolution  of  going  to  Paris  after  it  was  taken  } 

As  it  has  been  fhewn,  that  the  refolution  of  going  to  Paris  was 
not  taken  till  after  the  19th  of  June,  fo  it  is  perfectly  clear,  that 
after  this  time  it  was  freely  and  publicly  communicated  to  every 
perfon.  Mad.  Andrieux  was  informed  of  it  immediately,  and  fhe 
told  it  to  her  hufband  and  fon.  Meff.  Mackenzie  and  Macleari 
were  informed  of  it  by  fir  John  Stewart,  as  were  Mr.  Querangal 
and  Mr.  Macnamara,  who  were  all  the  acquaintance  they  had  at 
Rheini^s.  Immediately  after  their  departure,  the  maids  mentioned 
r  rr'l  ^^^^ow-traveller,  Guenet  the  notary,  to  the  Mademoi- 
lelles  Hiberts,  whom  they  met  in  the  ftreet,  and  to  the  mantua- 
maker  5  in  fhort,  it  does  not  appear,  that  their  journey  to  Paris 
or  the  intention  of  it  was  concealed  from  any  perfon  whatever.  ^ 

o  ns  of  Mr.  Gordon  of  Cowbardy,  and  of  Mrs. 

•  Greig  it  is  plain,  that  fir  John  or  lady  Jane  had  written  to  baron. 
Macelhgot  or  lady  Wigton,  then  at  Spa,  and  to  Mr.  or  Mrs.  Hep. 
burn  at  Liege,  informing  them  of  their  having  changed  their  re¬ 
folution,  and  their  reafons  for  it ;  and  that  they  were  going  to  Paris, 
It  will  be  foon  fhewn  that  they,  and  many  others,  were  afterwards 
informed,  that  the  delivery  had  happened  at  Paris.  So  that  the 
objection  of  concealment  is  clearly  difproved. 


SECT. 
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SECT.  XIX. 

Of  the  reafons  for  leaguing  the  maids  at  Rhems,. 

TH  E  laft  queflion  is.  Why  did  they  leave  the  maids  behind 
them  ? 

This  language  was  firft  heard,  when  the  family  were  fuppofed 
to  have  left  thpir  man-fervant,  Pierre  Quibel,  behind  them  too. 
When  the  logic  of  the  purfuers  was  put  to  fhame  by  the  difeo- 
very  of  Mad.  Quibel,  it  was  hoped  this  murmur  would  have 
ceafed.  But  as  long  as  fir  John  Stewart  appears  to  have  declined 
any  one,  whom  the  purfuers  are  pleafed  to  fuppofe  he  mud:  have 
wanted,  there  is  nothing  to  be  heard  but  myftery,  fufpicion,  ar¬ 
tifice,  and  fraud.  They  treat  Ifabel  Walker  as  an  accomplice. 
They  charge  Effy  Caw  with  the  guilt  of  telling  lies  to  fave  her 
miftrefs’s  credit ;  and  yet  when  the  family  drop  thefe  faithful  af- 
fociates,  and  put  themfelves  into  the  hands  of  entire  Grangers, 
this  circumftance  is  moulded  into  a  prefumptive  argument  of 
guilt. 

Mrs.  He  wit  fays  on  the  fervice,  that  the  two  fervant-maids  Serv. 
were  left  at  Rheims  for  want  of  money  to  carry  them  along. 

Ifabel  Walker  depofes,  that  when  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  went - 

to  Paris,  the  deponent  and  Effy  Caw  were  left  at  Rheims  3  that 

the  reafon  thereof  was  lady  Jane’s  being  fcarce  of  money  3  and - 

that  Mrs.  Hewit  told  her  after  her  return  from  Paris,  that  all  the 
money  my  lady  and  fir  John  had,  was  but  afingle  louis  d’or,  when 
they  arrived  at  that  city. 

It  is  needlefs  to  tranferibe  all  the  high  and  angry,  words,  which 
appear  in  the  purfuers  memorial,  and  in  Almon’s  book.  This  is. 
one  of  thofe  queftions,  which  have  really  embarraffed  more  than 
one  candid  and  moderate  inquirer,  and  therefore  it  deferves  a  fe- 

rious  anfwer. 

But  firfi;  the  writer  of  thefe  papers  begs  leave  to  refer  to  fome  of' 
the  purfuers  witnelfes,  of  whom  he  thinks  they  have  made  no 
ufe.  They  are  fome  Scotch  ladies,  who  are  brought  in  to  relate 
Mrs.  Hewit’s  converfations  at  fecond-hand,.  and  have  made  hen- 
fay,  that  fhe  was  not  prefent  at  the  birth.  But  as  this  was  too 
glaring  a  miftake  to  admit  of  fupport,  jno  appeal  has  hitherto  been 
made  to  their  teftimony.  Yet  they  are  all  women  of  credit,  who 
would  not  willingly  tell  a  falfhood  3  and  the  writer  of  thefe  pa¬ 
pers  believes,  and  flatters  himfelf,  thefe  very  ladies  do  by  this  time: 

^  believcL 
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believe  too,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  did  really  fpeak  of  the  maids  at  the 
time  flie  is  reported  to  have  been  fpeaking  about  herfelf ;  and  that 
Ihe  told  Mrs.  Cant  in  1758,  and  Mrs.  Carfe  much  earlier,  in  17^-3 
that  the  maids  were  left  behind  for  want  of  money. 

This  is  then  no  recent  excufe  extorted  from  her  at  a  crofs  exa- 
minatior^  but  the  conftant  language  of  the  family,  which  they 
never  dilTembled.  Let  us  next  fee,  whether  it  be  true. 

Hewit  has  depofed,  that  when  they  came  to  Paris,  they 
had  but  one  louis  dor:  and  Ifabel  Walker  fays,  Mrs.  Hewit 
r  L  circumftance  at  her  return  from  Paris  in  174.8. 

This  faa  IS  never  contradicted  in  any  part  of  the  proof;  yet  a 
fpeaker  in  Almon’s  book  p.  85  (a)  has  been  made  to  fay,  that  it  is 

pofitively  proved  to  be  falfe.  A  man  of  lefs  authority  will  hardly 
venture  to  fpeak  fo  pofitively.  '  J  .  J 

For,  his  reafon  for  afferting  that  they  had  more  money  in  their 
pockets  IS,  becaufe  they  had  credit  at  Paris.  It  has  been  already 
mentioned,  that  Sir  John  had  credit  on  MelT.  La  Veuve  Tallin  & 
h  ils  tor  1979  livres  five  fols,  and  it  is  probable  that  this  credit 
was  negotiable  at  Rheims  ;  or  at  lead:  fir  John  might  have  bor¬ 
rowed  a  fmall  fuiri  of  Mr.  Andrieux;  but  he  had  very  good  rea- 
lon  for  doing  neither.  ^  ° 

Mr.  Andrieux  was  but  a  late  acquaintance,  and  Sir  Tohn  was 
unvplling  to  ufe  his  credA  with  this  gentleman  without  the  moft 
preffing  neceflitty.  We  lhall  fee  in  the  next  part,  that  he  had  not 
all  the  money  he  really  wanted  for  the  expence  of  lady  lane’s 
ying-in  ;  and  the  method  he  took  to  procure  more  was  certainly 
perferable  to  borrowing.  He  thought  he  ihould  have  credk 
enough,  when  he  prelented  the  letter  of  Meff.  Khar  to  the  Paris 
bankers,  to  engage  them  to  advance  a  fum  of  money,  which 
would  foon  become  due  to  him,  upon  the  allowance  of  the  ufual 
dycount.  This  he  could  never  have  attempted,  had  he  negotiated 
the  letter  of  credit  at  Rheims:  fo  that  in  reality  to  negotite  the 
credit  at  Rheims,  was  to  lay  himfelf  under  the  necefluy  of  bor- 
row.ng  money  of  Mr.  Andrieux;  the  very  thing  he  wi/hed  L 

rorfiil  l:  SnlhaVSe^ff  - 

that  the  deponent  and  Effy  Caw  Ihould  be  fent  for.  Thfs  monej 
could  not  be  that  for  which  they  had  credit,  of  which  they  were 


C a)  Lord  Prefident. 


fure ; 
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fure  j  but  was  doubtlefs  the  further  fum  they  expeded  to  draw  in 
advance  from  the  Paris  bankers. 

But  after  all  the  learned  perfon  (whom  one  is  forry  to  quote 
fo  often)  thinks  it  ftrange  they  fhould  not  have  money  to  carry  the 
maids  to  Paris,  ‘‘  when  it  is  clear  they  might  have  been  tranfported 
“  thither  for  the  paultry  fum  of  twelve  {hillings. ”  He  means,  if 
they  had  travelled  on  the  outfide  of  the  coach.  But  what  will  he 
fay,  if  it  ihould  appear,  that  thefe  girls  (who  appear  notwith- 
flanding  to  have  been  very  honeft  good  girls)  had  no  mind  to  tra¬ 
vel  on  the  outfide  of  the  coach  ;  and  that  lady  Jane  was  willing  to 
indulge  them ;  and  yet  if  we  look  a  little  backward,  we  fhall  fee 
that  this  was  the  cafe. 

Mrs.  Hepburn  of  Keith  depofes,  “  that  Effy  Caw  and  Tibby  d.  P. 

Walker  fet  out  from  Liege  to  Sedan  in  the  bafket;  that  they 
“  were  very  difpleafed  at  going  in  the  bafket ;  that  lady  Jane 
“  reproved  them  with  great  warmth,  and  afked  them,  how  they 
“  dared  complain  of  any  thing,  when  they  faw  their  miftrefs  re- 
“  duced  to  that  machine.” 

Here  is  plainly  a  quarrel  betw’’een  lady  Jqtie  and  the  maids ;  and 
though  the  maids  complied  in  this  inftance,  as  probably  there 
was  no  room  for  them  in  the  carriage,  yet  in  the  end  they  proved 
vidorious  ;  for  in  the  next  journey  from  Sedan  to  Rheims,  it  ap-  p.  p. 
pears  by  Monf.  Guenet’s  depofition,  that  they  were  admitted  into 
the  coach. 

It  may  be  alked.  What  has  this  to  do  with  the  journey  to 
Paris  ?  The  writer  of  thefe  papers  thinks  it  has  becaufe  when 
once  the  maids  had  carried  their  point,  and  taken  their  places  in 
the  coach,  they  would  be  very  unwilling  to  return  again  to  the 
outfide. 

But  of  this  too  there  is  evidence,  which  is  but  once  removed 
from  pofitive  proof.  It  is  the  depofition  of  the  honourable  Mifs 
Cranfton.  This  young  lady  is  precifely  in  the  cafe  of  lady  Chef- 
terhall  and  Mrs.  Janet  Cant,  who  has  been  quoted  before.  She 
is  brought  to  depofe,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  had  faid  fhe  was  not  pre- 
fent  at  the  birth  of  Mr.  Douglas  :  fhe  miftakes  the  perfon,  and  re¬ 
lates  the  fa<il: ;  and  it  is  not  to  be  doubted,  but  by  this  time  fhe 
would  be  ready  to  own,  where  her  miflake  lay. 

Mifs  Cranfton- depofes,  ‘‘  that  fhe  was  prefcnt  at  a  converfa-  _ 

**■  tioiT  between  lady  Mary  Hamilton  and  Mrs.  Hewit :  that,  to 
“  the  beft  of  this  deponent’s  memory,  Mrs.  Hewit  faid,  that  lady 
“  Jane,  fir  John,  the  fervants,  and  Mrs.  Hewit,  were  at  an  inn, 

“  where 
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Of  tlje  Reafons  for  leaving  Part  II. 

where  lady  Jane  propofed  to  be  delivered  ;  but  that  the  miftrefs 
of  the  inn  reprefented  her  houfe  as  an  improper  place  for  that 
purpofe,  as  there  was  no  fight  afliftance  to  be  got,  and  advifed 
lady  Jane  to  go  to  fome  other  place  without  delay  :  upon  which 
lady  Jane  fent  to  take  places  in  a  carriage,  which  held  a  num¬ 
ber  of  palTengers,  in  order  to  take  feats ;  but  that  there  could 
only  two  feats  be  got :  that  Mrs.  Idewit  faid,  that  there  was  a 
place  before  the  carriage  for  common  paffengers,  and  that  lady 
Jane  had  delired  Mrs.  Hewit  and  a  woman-fervant  would  take 
their  palTage  in. that  place;  but  that  Mrs.  Hewit  and  the  fer- 
vant  refufed  to  go  in  there  :  that  thereupon  lady  Jane  and  fir 
John  went  away  in  the  carriage,  and  left  Mrs.  Hewit  r 'd  the 
woman-fervant  behind ;  and  as  the  deponent  thinks,  but  is 
not  poiitive,  Mrs.  Hewit  faid,  that  Ihe  came  up  with  lady 
Jane  next  day ;  but  that  before  fhe  did  fo,  lady  Jane  was 
brought  to- bed.  And  being  alked,  whether  it  was  not  Tibby 
\Vaiker  and  Effy  Caw,  whom  Mrs.  Hewit  faid  were  left  be¬ 
hind  ?  depones,  that  Ihe  did  not  know  that  lady  Jane  had  two 
“  women  with  h^r  befides  Mrs.  Hewit ;  but  hill  thinks,  but  is 
“  not  poiitive,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  faid,  that  Ihe  herfelf  was  one  of 
“  the  perfons  left  behind.”— One  may  venture  to  fay,  that  by  this 
time  the  young  lady  has  changed  her  mind.  This  is  a  hrong 
proof  of  the  neceliity  of  receiving  hearfay  evidence  with  very  great 
caution.  The  writer  of  thefe  papers  dares  not  fufped  this  lady 
of  telling  wilful  falhioods;  but  as  Ihe  was  only  prefent,  as  an  idle 
obferver  of  what  palfed  between  two  other  perfons,  on  afubjed:, 
in  which  Ihe  took  no  part,  her  teftimony  is  very  inaccurate  *  yet 
we  fee  in  this  depofition  fome  little  trait  of  almoh  every  parti^- 
lar,  to  which  the  bell  informed  witnelTes  have  depofed.  Here  is 
the  quarrel— Mad.  Andrieux’s  advice— fomebody  left  behind,  who 
would  have  come  in  time  if  polTible- lady  Jane  brought  to-bed. 
before  llie  expeded  and  (we  lhall  fee  prefently)  no  room  in  the 
coach.  All  thefe  are  true  circumllances,  but  miferably  difguifed 
and  deformed.  Let  us  try  to  rellore  them  to  their  true  propor¬ 
tions.  The  quarrel  happened  at  Liege,  or  Mrs.  Hepburn  wLld 
not  have  known  it.  The  maids  carried  their  point  on  the  road 
from  Sedan, _  as  Monf.  Guenet  has  depofed.  They  were  left  be¬ 
hind  at  Rheims.  The  writer  of  thefe  papers  does  not  know  if 
any  propofal  was  made  to  them  at  Rheims  of  going  in  the  bafket 
to  Pans,  as  neither  Mrs.  Hewit  nor  Ifabel  Walker  have  mentioned 
IV  fo  much  deference  to  Mifs  Cranhon  as  to  believe, 

^  Hewit  may  have  faid,  that  lady  Jane  would  have  fpared 

zorne  little  horn  her  own  convenience  to  have  taken  them  in  the 

balket, 
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bafket,  had  flie  thought  they  would  have  gone  willingly;  but 
that  after  what  had  paffed  at  Liege  (which  the  witnefs  has  by 
miftake  dated  at  Rheims)  flie  chofe  rather  to  keep  them  in  good 
Rumour,  and  promife  to  fend  for  them,  when  die  had  more 
money. 

But  why,  it  may  be  alked,  did  they  not  now  go  in  the  coach» 
fince-  the  difference  was  only  about  nine  fliillings  ?  The  anfwer  is 
ready ;  Becaufe  this  difference  was  very  confiderable  to  thofe  who 
had  only  twenty-one  drillings  in  their  purfe,  and  who  did  not 
know  what  their  perfonal  expenee  between.  Rheims  and  Paris 
might  be  ;  and  becaufe,  as  Mifs  Cranfton  has  faid,  there  was  no 
room  in  the  coach;  I  mean,  at  lafl ;  for  before  lady  Jane  had 
paid  her  bill  at  Hibert’s,  die  could  not  know  what  die  could 
afford ;  and  for  this  we  appeal  to  Mad.  Vatry. 

Mad.  Vatry  has  depofed,  that  die  took  two  places,  one  for  her-  P.P.  166. l. 
felf,  and  one  for  her  maid  :  that  there  were  befides  in  the  coach  - 167.  a. 

foreign  gentleman,  and  two  foreign  ladies.  Mad.  Audry,  and - 169.  h; 

three  other  perfons,  in  all  nine;  ^  “  et  que  la  forme  du  caroffe 

en  queflion  etoit  oval,  qu’on  appelle  gondale,  contenant  10 
‘‘  perfonnes.” 

By  the  bye,  this  is  an  invincible  argument  againlf  the  purfuers  Mem.  pt.  2, 
hypothelis,  that  Ifabel  Walker  was  an  accomplice,  and  Effy  P* 

Caw  the  dupe  ;  and  that  Walker  was  left  behind  only  to  avoid 
jealoufy  and  miflruff.  Had  this  been  the  cafe,  no  fairer  offer  of 
feparating  them  could  ever  prefent  itfelf  than  the  prefent ;  and, 
lady  Jane  might  have  had  the  fervice  of  the  perfon  die  trufted 
without  fufpicion,  for  there  was  precifely  room  for  one,  and  not 
for  both. 

To  return. — Since  the  maids  could  not  go  in  the  carriage  with 
lady  Jane,  it  only  temained  for  them  to  follow  in  the  next  voiture. 

But  then  it  was  impoflible  for  lady  Jane  to  divide  the  little  pit¬ 
tance  of  cadi  die  had  in  hand,  fo  as  to  provide  againd  accidents, 
which  might  happen  to  hcrfelf,  and  leave  fudicient  for  their  jour¬ 
ney  :  fo  that  the  old  and  true  reafon  returns  upon  us,  and  the 
maids  are  dill  detained  for  want  of  money.  Let  the  purfuers  twid 
this  conduct  into  every  diape  they  pleafe,  they  can  never  contrive 
to  carry  the  maids  to  Paris  without  borrowing  money  at  Rheims, 
or  waiting  till  money  was  received  at  Paris. 


*  “  And  that  the  form  of  the  coach  in  queflion  was  oval,  which  is  called  Gondale,  and 
“  contains  ten  perfons.” 

D  d  The 
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Of  the  Jotirney  to  Paris.  Part  II. 

The  writer  Oi  thefe  papers  has.  endeavoured  to  trace  out  the 
motives  of  lady  Jane’s  and  fir  John’s  condud:  in  this  tranfadiOn 
by  luppoling  himfelf  in  their  place  at  the  moment  each  refolu- 
tion  was  formed.  A  flight  change  of  circumftances  will  often  oc- 
cafion  a  change  ofcondud,  which  may  have  appeared  of  little 
moment  at  the  hrll;,  and  be  produdive  of  important  confequen- 
ces  in  the  fequel.  It  is  not  neceflary  to  prove,  that  fir  John  and 
lady_  Jane  did  the  very  befl  things  they  could  poffibly  have  done  • 
It  will  fufhciently  appear,  that  they  had  no  ill  defign,  if  their 
condud  IS  found  uniform  and  confillent;  and  if  it  is  fuch  as  may 
very  well  be  derived  dom  honeft  principles,  and  from  fuch  a  de¬ 
gree  of  human  prudence  as  does  ordinarily  govern  the  red  of 
mankind  in  their  domedick  concerns,  more  is  not  required. 

In  fupport  of  the  foregoing  reafoning,  befides  the  oath  of  Mr& 
Hewit,  who  fpecifies  the  exad  fum  the  family  poffeded  in  hand 
at  this  time,  feveral  fads  are  afcertained,  which  were  nearly 
conneded  with  the  circumftance  of  leaving  the  maids  behind-1 
the  quarrel  the  coach  having  but  one  vacant  place — the  money 
lent  by  Mr.  Andrieux-are  points  proved  by  unexceptionable 
witneffes;  and  afford  a  reafonable  ground  for  conjedure  and  pro¬ 
bable  proof.  The  defender  is  not  bound  to  perform  impoffibilL- 
ties.  The  purfuers  perpetually  remind  us,  that  a  probable  evi- 
deuce  IS  al  that  can  be  expeded  ;  and  this  they  extend  to  matters 
of  fad,  which  is  certainly  unreafonable,  for  matters  of  fad  are 
capable  of  pofitive  proof  by  letters  and  by  records  at  any  didance 

but  matters  of  opinion,  and  the  private  motives  of  the 
condud  of  perfons  deceafed,  can  only  be  invedigated  by  probable 
proof.  If  the  adions  of  fir  John.  Stewart  and  lady  Jane  can  be 
fairly  and  confidently  deduced  from  the  motive  they  have  afii^ned 
or  thole  adions,  there,  is  high  probability,  that  they  have  affgn- 
ed  the  true  motive  :  there  is  not  indeed  the  diadow  of  probability 
that  they  have  afiigned  a  falfe  one.  ^  ^ 


S  E  C  T.  XX. 

Of  the  journey  to  Paris, 

\/TAD.  Vatry  fat  next  lady  Jane  j  die  dcpofes,  *  qu’ellc  n’a 

t  'r  d’attention  pour  Voir  fi  cLe  dame^ 

etoit  groffe  ou  non.  udmc. 


Mad, 


Se6t.  20.  Of  the  yourney  to  Paris. 

Mad.  Fevre  fays,  -f*  qu’elle  ne  s’eft  point  appergue  d’aucune 
“  apparence  de  grolTeffe  dans  cette  jeune  dame  pendant  le  voyage, 
“  qu’elle  n’y  a  point  fait  attention.” 

Mad.  Audry  fat  at  the  farther  end  of  the  carriage  from  lady 
Jane.  She  depofes,  that  there  was  a  foreign  gentleman,  and  a 
foreign  lady;  +  que  cette  femme  n’a  pas  di.t  un  mot  deFran9ois, 
“  et  la  depofante  ne  fe  refouvient  pas  d’avoir  vu  aucune  autre 
‘‘  femme  dans  la  dite  voiture.”  It  is  plain  Mad.  Audry  remem¬ 
bers  no  other  woman  but  Mrs.  Hewit.  The  purfuers  were  fo 
zealous,  as  to  put  this  lady’s  name  into  their  Condefcendance  of 
Fadis  as  a  ftrong  witnefs  againft  the  pregnancy.  She  has  happily 
lived  to  be  heard  herfelf.  Mr=  Anderfon  has  at  page  143  fa J  made 
free  with  the  name  of  a  gentleman,  whom  the  writer  of  thefe 
papers  has  long  learnt  to  refped:,  and  made  him  fay,  amongft  a 
variety  of  abfurdities,  that  thefe  paffengers  all  noted  lady 
“  Jane,”  in  dired:  oppofition  to  the  tedimony  of  everyone  of 
them  who  has  been  examined,  who  have  feverally  declared  upon 
oath,  “  that  they  never  noted  her  and  this,  he  repeated¬ 
ly  alTures  his  reader,  is  dating  the  fads  in  the  mod  favourable 
light  for  the  defender. 

Mad.  Vatry  and  her  maid  Fevre  both  remember,  that  the  dran- 
gers  retired  both  at  noon  and  night,  when  they  came  into  an  inn, 
and  never  eat  with  the  red  of  the  company.  This  is  good  proof, 
that  they  had  little  opportunity  to  obferve  the  pregnancy,  and 
that  proper  attendance  was  every  where  paid  to  lady  Jane’s  con- 
dition. 

Sir  John,  lady  Jane,  and  Mrs.  Hewit,  arrived  at  Nantfuil  on 
the  3d,  and  at  Paris  on  the  evening  of  the  4th  of  July.  We  have 
now  clofed  the  proof  of  pregnancy,  and  conduded  lady  Jane  through 
the  fatigues  of  that  long  and  tirefome  journey,  with  which  the 
purfuers  parade  at  large.  She  adually  came  from  Aix  to  Paris 
by  the  way  of  Rheims  in  forty-five  days,  between  the  20th  of 
May  and  5th  of  July,  in  the  eighth  and  ninth  months  of  her  preg¬ 
nancy.  She  travelled  with  all  the  convenience  which  her  reduced 
fortune  could  afford,  and  with  fuch  proper  intervals  of  red,  (which 

(a)  Lord  Alemoor. 


f  “  That  fhe  did  not  obferve  any  appearance  of  pregnancy  in  the  young  lady  during  the 
“  journey,  and  that  flie  gave  no  attention  to  it.” 

t  “  That  that  woman  did  not  fpeak  one  word  of  French,  and  the  deponent  does  not  re- 
“  member  to  have  feen  any  other  woman  in  the  faid  coach,” 
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-  172.  I. 

- 173  C. 

- 173.  H. 


No.  13. 


P.  P.  167. I. 

- 171.  A. 
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th.e  purfuers  are  pleafed  to  call  unneceflary  delays)  that  the  whole 
amount  of  her  journey  was  only  at  the  rate  of  five  one- third 
Englilh  miles  a  day.— Jane  of  Albert,  a  princefs  illufirious  for  her 
mafculine  underfianding  and  fieady  fupport  of  the  Protefiant  re¬ 
ligion,  carried  the  firfi:  burthen  of  her  womb  from  Cbmpeio-ne  to- 
Pau,  almofi:  twice  as  far,  in  the  ninth  month  of  her  pregnancy. 
She  prefented  her  little  hero  at  the  moment  of  his  birth %o  the 
king  her  father,  who  carried  him  from  the  chamber  without  the 
common  cloathing  of  the  mofi:  ordinary  child. — It  appears  thus  eafy 
to  juftify  the  moil  extraordinary  condu<5t  of  lady  Jane  by  the  ex¬ 
ample  of  women,  whom  the  whole  world  admires. 

SECT.  XXL 

General  remarks  on  the  pregjiancy  aiid  condiiB, 

Conclufion.  finifil  this  examination  with  one  general  remark  om  * 

the  proof  of  the  pregnancy,  and  another  on  the  condudl  of 
the  parties. 

Pregnancy.  P  the  vvriter  of  thefe  papers  has  not  mifcounted,  there  have. 

been  examined  in  Aix,  Liege,  and  Rheims  twenty-fix  witnelles 
to  the  piegnancy,  befides  two  ladies  who  obferved  the  lymptoms- 
of  pregnancy,  but  candidly  imputed  them  to  other  caufes,  be- 
caufe  they  did  not  know  lady  Jane  was  married.  Of  thefe  perfons. 
no  lefs  than  fixteen  fpeak  entirely  from  their  own  obfer^tions, 
made  before  they  had  been  told  that  lady  Jane  was  with  child, 
and  mofi  of  them  before  they  knew  {he  was  a  married  woman. 

Had  lady  Jane  owned  her  marriage,  the  pregnancy  would  not 
have  been  obferved  by  three  perfons,  before  it  had  been  told  over 
all  the  town.  Had  a  meaner  perfon  than  lady  Jane  laboured  un¬ 
der  the  fame  fufpicion,  the  fcandal  would  have  been  whifpered 
fi-om  ear  to  ear ,  and  no  witnefles  would  have  appeared,  but  pre¬ 
judiced  and  malicious  fpies.  But  fuch  was  the  fingular  fituation  of 
lady  Jane,  that  the  deference  to  her  rank,  and  efteem  for  all  the 
other  parts  of  her  condud:,  made  thefe  accurate  obfervers  hold 
their  tongues,  at  leafl  fo  far  as  never  to  mention  their  knowledge 
except  in  confeffion  j  and  by  this  means  we  have  a  greater  weight 
of  credible  tefiimony  in  favour  of  the  pregnancy,  than  perhaps 
any  other  woman  in  the  world  is  able  to  produce,. 

.P.490. A.  If  we  examine,  what  thefe  witneffes  fay,  fcientifically,  we  find 
every  circumftance  regularly  attefied,  from  whence  Dr.  Young 
colleds  that  full  proof,,  which  would  enable  him  to  declare  a  wo- 
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man  pregnant  without  hefitation ;  the  fuppreffio  menhum  atteiled 
by  attendants  and  Mrs.  Hewit ;  the  ficknefs  and  vomiting  by  feven 
or  eight  witneffes;  the  belly  gradually  increafed  is  mentioned  by 
more  and  in  particular  the  two  marks,  which  can’t  poffibly  be 
imitated,  the  fwelling  of  the  breafts  and  perceptible  motions  of 
the  belly,  which  can  rarely  be  attefted  by  any  other  than  fervants, 
have  in  this  cafe  the  additional  fandlion  of  the  oaths  of  Mrs.  Hep¬ 
burn  of  Keith  and  M^ad.  Tewis,  two  witnehes  altogether  above 
fufpicion,  to  confirm  all  that  the  fervants  have  fworn. 

The  purfuers  take  care  to  obferve,  that  lady  Jane  never  con- 
fulted  any  phyfician  or  chirurgeon  during  the  courfe  of  her  preg¬ 
nancy.  Indeed  there  is  no  proof,  that  £lie  did  ;  and  we  are  ready 
to  join  in  the  confequence  drawn  from  this  omifiion,  and  believe,  D.P;29.f.. 
that  none  was  wanted.  It  mufi:  be  remembered  however,  that 
Mad.  Tewis  affified  lady  Jane  in  a  medical  capacity  during  her  re- 
fidence  at  Aix.  We  may  therefore  conclude  this  remark  in  the 
words  of  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart,  who  ha§  acknowledged.  That  he  D.P. 
had  all  the  proofs  in  the  world  of  lady  Jane's  pregnancy. 

In  oppofition  to  this  ftrong  proof  of  pregnancy,  the  purfuers 
have  had  the  good  luck  to  find  a  gentleman  and  lady  of  ftrid:  ho- 
jQOur,  who  faw  lady  Jane  in  the  fourth  month  of  her  pregnancy, 
and  who  never  thought  Ihe  was  with  child,  becaufe  Ihe  concealed 
being  married ;  one  old  gentleman  who  faw  her  a  few  days  ;  one 
boy  of  nineteen,  who  faw  her  twice  ;  general  Maclean,  who  re¬ 
members  little  or  nothing ;  the  two  girls  at  Hibert’s,  who  would 
not  fee  what  they  might  have  feen,  and  who  with  Mad.  Sautrez 
are  proved  by  the  Premiere  Plainte  to  be  very  fufpicious  witnefiTes 
Monf.  Guenet  and  two  women,  who  travelled  with  lady  Jane,, 
when  Ihe  was  fo  drefied,  that  it  was  impofiible  to  fee  her  fliape 
in  all  eleven  perfons;  every  one  of  whom,  at  the  fame  time 
that  they  fay  they  did  not  obferve  her  pregnancy,  add — becaufe 
they  paid  no  fort  of  attention  to  know,,  whether  Ihe  was  with 
child  or  not  j  and  that,  when  they  heard  afterwards  of  her  being  ^ 

brought  to  bed  of  twins,  had  not  the  lead;  doubt  of  the  reality 
of  the  births  This  is  the  negative  proof,  which  fome  perfons 
in  Almon’s  book  affecd  to  believe  before  Mrs.  Hepburn  and  Mad. 

Tewis,  who  produce  the  mod  unexceptionable  caufes  of  know¬ 
ledge  in  fupport  of  what  they  atted,  and  before  fixteen  witnefies-^ 
of  fuch-  attention  and  Ikill,  that  they  difcovered  the  pregnancy,, 
when  much  pains  was  taken  to  conceal  it. 

With  refpedl  to  the  conducd  of  the  family'during  the  time  of  Condu^b. 
the  pregnancy,  fo  much  has  been  faid  on  each  part  of  it,  that 
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a  fhort  recapitulation  will  fuffice. — The  following  fadls  com- 
pofe  the  whole  ftate  of  the  condud: :  ift.  Lady  Jane  concealed 
her  marriage  out  of  fear,  till  Ihe  had  acquainted  the  duke  her 
brother  of  it ;  and  fhe  was  at  all  poflible  pains  to  conceal  her  preg¬ 
nancy,  on  account  of  her  palling  for  an  unmarried  woman. — 2d, 
Though  it  is  faid,  Paris  was  the  only  place  where  the  pre¬ 
tended  fraud  could  be  compleated,  yet  lady  Jane’s  pregnancy  was 
univerfally  obferved  at  Aix  ;  the  duke  of  Douglas,  Mr.  Douglas  of 
Eddrington,  and  Mr.  Colvill  were  informed  of  it  in  Scotland,  at 
a  time,  when  on  account  of  the  war  then  fubfifting  between  France 
and  Britain  there  was  an  utter  impoffibility  of  her  getting  to  Pa¬ 
ris. — 3d,  That  when  lady  Jane  was  obliged  to  leave  Aix  on  ac¬ 
count  of  the  narrownefs  of  her  lodgings,  and  the  concourfe  of 
people  of  falhion  then  there,  to  whom  the  marriage  had  never 
been  owned,  they  refolved  to  fettle  at  or  near  Geneva ;  for  which 
purpofe  fir  John  applied  to  lord  Crawford  to  procure  them  palTes, 
borrowed  his  lordfhip’s  fervants  and  horfes  to  accompany  them 
thither,  which  were  fent  to  them  j  defired  his  lordfliip  to  fend 
his  watch  to  him  to  that  country,  and  applied  to  his  banker  in  Hol¬ 
land  for  a  credit  there  :  all  which  is  abfolutely  inconfiftent  with 
the  fcheme  of  a  fraud,  which  it  is  faid  could  only  be  committed  at 
Paris.— —4th,  That  lady  Jane  apprehend ve  of  taking  this  journey, 
and  being  detained  fome  time  at  Aix  longer  than  Ihe  expected, 
by  the  difficulty  of  getting  paffics,  and  the  badnefs  of  the  weather 
and  roads,  formed  leveral  expedients  to  avoid  both  the  expenco 
and  inconvenience  of  lying-in  at  Aix,  where  ffie  had  never  owned 
her  marriage :  in  the  firft  place  ffie  applied  for  the  ufe  of  the 
caftle  of  Bedbour  to  lie  in  at ;  but  as  that  could  not  be  obtained 
without  writing  to  Vienna,  which  would  have  been  attended  with 
too  long  a  delay,  ffie  was  willing  to  have  lain  in  at  Bruffels  in  the 
houfe  of  Mad.  Negrette  her  friend  j  and  offered  to  go  and  fettle 
with  lady  Wigton,  at  any  place  herladyffiip  pleafed.-~5th.  That 
when  they  at  laft  fet  out  for  Geneva,  they  found  that  lady  Jane 
could  not  in  hei  then  lituation  make  out  fo  long  a  journeys  upon 
which  they  refolved  to  remain  at  Rheims,  a  place  upon  the  diredl 
coach-road  to  Geneva,  till  after  the  delivery ;  hired  lodgings  there 
by  the  month ;  and  requefted  lord  Crawford  to  vifit  them  on  his 
road  to  the  waters  of  Barege.— .6th,  That  fome  time  after  this, 
they  were  advifed  to  go  to  Paris,  on  account  of  the  unfkilfulnefs 
of  the  accoucheurs  at  Rheims.— yth.  They  left  both  their  maid- 
fervants  at  Rheims,  one  of  whom  is  faid  to  have  been,  and  cer¬ 
tainly  was  an  accomplice  in  the  fraud,  if  any  was  in  agitation ; 
md  what  is  ffill  more  wonderful,  they  had  juft  money  to  have  car¬ 
ried 


SeS:.  2  1.  the  Pregnancy  and  ConduSi, 

ried  this  perfon,  whom  the  purfuers  now  fay  was  the  accomplice , 
along  with  them,  and  not  the  other;  and  there  was  a  place  for 
er  in  the  coach,  but  not  for  the  other,  which  was  the  faired:  op- 

portunity  poffible  of  carrying  the  pretended  accomplice  along  with 
them,  and  getting  rid  of  the  other. 

If  the  purfuers  can  produce  a  fingle  inftance  of  a  woman 
hnce  the  creation,  ad:ing  in  the  above  manner;  concealing 

pregnancy  at  the  time  Ihe  was  carrying  on 
a  fcheme  lor  introducing  fuppofititious  children  into  her  fa¬ 
mily ;  informing  her  brother,  and  other  friends  of  her  preg¬ 
nancy  at  a  tune,  when  there  was  no  poffibility  of  .a  profpea 
of  her  getting  to  the  place,  where  alone  it  is  faid  fhe  could  ac- 
complifh  her  fcheme ;  refolving  to  fettle  at  places,  where  it  was 
impoffible  for  her  to  have  compleated  the  impofture  ;  preffing  a 
whole  family  of  her  acquaintance  and  a  dranger  man-fervant  to 
go,  and  live  with  her,  and  be  witneifes  of  her  adiions,  and  others 
to  come  and  fee  her  ;  and  ladly,  leaving  a  faithful  accomplice, 
whom  die  had  truded  with  her  intention,  at  a  time  when  die 
could  have  carried  her  with  her  without  the  fmalled  degree  of 
fufpicion  ;  and  indead  of  fecreting  herfelf  at  the  time  of  her  pre¬ 
tended  delivery,  going  to  the  houfe  in  the  world,  where  a  difco- 
very  of  the  fraud  could  fcarcely  fail  of  immediate  detedion  ;  it 
will  be  readily  granted  that  all  this  was  deceit  and  artifice,  and 
was  direded  to  the  accomplidiment  of  a  fraud.  But  if  thefe 
things  never  happened  before,  and  could  not  pofiibly  have  hap¬ 
pened,  if  any  fraud  had  been  intended  ;  they  mud  afford  the 
Brongefi:  prefumptive  proof  that  lady  Jane  was  really  with  child, 
and  that  no  fuppofition  of  children  was  meant.  The  length  of 
the  journey  between  Aix  and  Rheims,  the  fingle  circumftance 
from  which  a  prefurnption  that  lady  Jane  was  not  with  child  is  in¬ 
ferred,  is  extremely  trifling.  Fvery  one,  who  knows  the  country, - 
or  will  look  at  a  map  of  it,  will  fee,  that  this  journey  might  be 
made  without  the  leafi;  fatigue ;  and  every  one,  who  will  read  the 
depofitions  of  the  perfons,  who  travelled  with  lady  Jane,  will  fee, 
that  all  poffible  attention  was  fhewn  to  her  on  the  road.  Thou- 
fands  of  women  of  the  firfb  fafhion,  whofe  pregnancy  was  never 
fufpedled,  could  be  mentioned,  who  have  performed  a  much 
longer  and  more  fatiguing  journey  than  this  of  lady  Jane,  at  a. 
later  ftage  of  their  pregnancy.. 
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OF  THE  RESIDENCE  AT  GODEFROTs  AND 

LE  BRUN’s.' 


SECT.  I. 

hitrodtiBory  remarks  on  the  account  of  the  delivery, 

'  l  ^  H  E  hiflory  of  what  pafTed  in  this  period  is  very  Ihort  j 
the  controverfy  about  it  very  long.  One  period  of  the  de¬ 
bate  relates  to  the  exigence  of  Pierre  La  Marre  and  Mad.  Le  Brun, 
which  has  been  already  examined,  and  need  not  be  repeated. 
Another  arifes  from  what  the  purfuers  are  pleafed  to  call,  lady 
Jane’s  and  fir  John  Stewart’s  explanations.  To  underftand  this 
we  mud:  remember,  that  both  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  had  fre- 
'  quent  occafion  to  mention  the  birth  of  the  children  amongll  their 
friends  in  Scotland.  The  purfuers  have  picked  out  fome  of  thefe 
converfations,  dignified  them  with  a  new  name,  and  endeavoured 
to  fet  them  againfl  what  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit  have  fvvorn  in 
court.  Thefe  will  be  found  in  their  proper  chronological  order  in 
the  lafl  part  of  thefe  papers.  A  third  clafs  of  objedlionsis  formed 
from  what  is  called,  fir  John  Stewart’s  obfcurity  and  conceal-, 
ment  j  but  as  mofl  of  the  arguments  on  this  point  are  applied 
equally  to  the  conduct  of  the  family  at  Michel’s  and  at  Dammar- 
tin,  they  will  be  referred  to  at  the  end  of  the  next  part. 

What  remains  at  prefent  to  be  confidered,  is  the  hiftory  of  the 
family  during  the  thirteen  days  refidence  at  Le  Brun’s,  and 
thofe  objections  to  it,  which  arife  from  the  faCts  attempted  to  be 
proved  by  the  purfuers,  or  from  the  condud:  and  character  of 
Mrs.  Hewit. 

This  is  the  period  mod:  favourable  to  the  purfuers  prefumptive 
proof.  Lady  Jane  is  dead,  and  cannot  anfwer  for  herfelf.  They 
have  now  got  the  old  folks  by  themfelves.  Sir  John,  they  own, 
was  more  remarkable  for  his  vivacity,  than  for  his  reflection  and 
at  the  time  of  his  examination  was  much  impaired  by  misfortunes, 
by  ficknefs,  and  by  old  age.  Mrs.  Hewit  was  from  the  firfl:  but 
a  very  imperfeCt  obferver,  as  her  total  want  of  the  French  lan¬ 
guage.  deprived  her  of  the  befl:  means  of  knowing  what  paflTed 
with  Mr.  La  Marre,  and  with  the  nurfes ;  and  the  certainly  in 
the  year  1763  was  decayed  both  in  mind  and  body.  There  are 

now 
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now  no  lord  Crawfords,  Mrs.  Hepburns,  Mad.  Maillefers,  Mad.  An- 
drieux’s,  to  countenance  and  confirm  what  is  related.  Accordingly, 
it  mull;  be  owned,  the  purfuers  make  a  very  diligent  ufe  of  this  fa¬ 
vourable  opportunity,  and  examine  fir  John  Stewart  and  Mrs.  Hev/it 
on  every  trifling  incident,  which  may  pofibly  have  happened,  not 
only  on  fuch  as  it  was  morally  certain  thefe  witnefes  miif: 
have  forgotten,  in  the  circumftances  they  were  then  in,  but  on  fuch 
as  almoif:  any  witnefs  in  any  circumfcances  would  have  found  it 
impofible  to  recoiled:.  Before  therefore  we  proceed  in  our  nar¬ 
rative,  let  us  fee  what  fort  of  fad;s  they  are,  which  they  remem¬ 
ber,  and  what  they  either  mif  ake,  or  forget. 

if.  They  uniformly  and  folemnly  declare,  that  Archibald  and 
Sholto  were  born  on  the  loth  of  July  1748  at  Paris  j  and  that  an 
accoucheur  of  the  name  of  La  Marre  was  the  perfon,  who  brought 
lady  Jane  to  bed.  This  appears  in  all  the  notes,  which  were 
taken  of  the  birth,  and  in  all  the  depofitions  3  and  notwithfand- 
ing  the  purfuers  have  been  at  much  pains  to  make  it  believed, 
that  lir  John  and  lady  Jane  wifhed  it  to  be  thought,  that  the 
children  were  born  at  Rheims,  they  have  inadvertently  proved  by 
their  own  fecond-hand  reporters  of  converfation,  the  honourable 
Mrs.  Primrofe  and  lady  Cheferhall,  and  by  many  other  perfons, 
that  it  was  from  the  firf  univerfally  known  in  Scotland,  that  the 
children  were  born  at  Paris. 

adly.  They  all  uniformly  and  dif  in6lly  concur  in  the  defcrip- 
tion  of  the  children’s  perfons,  and  the  fate  and  condition  of  their 
health.  The  purfuers  memorialif  is  fo  fenfible  of  this,  that  by 
the  happy  flexibility  of  his  logic,  he  turns  his  fiaft,  and  attacks 
them  on  account  of  this  very  uniformity.  He  fays,  “  Another  thing 

extremely  remarkable  in  thefe  letters  (the  letters  of  flr  John  and 
“  lady  Jane)  is,  the  conf  ant  repetition  of  the  fame  or  flmilar  ex- 
“  preflions  concerning  the  frength  of  the  one,  and  weaknefs  of 
“  the  other  twin.”  And  for  the  proof  of  this  he  refers  to  five 
letters  written  by  flr  John  Stewart,  and  eight  by  lady  Jane.  That 
perfons  in  their  familiar  letters,  written  nearly  at  the  fame  time 
on  the  famefubjedl,  fhould  accidentally  fall  into  the  fame  or  flmi¬ 
lar  expreflions,  is  no  very  remarkable  cafe.  Yet  in  fad:  thefe 
letters  prove  the  very  reverfe  of  what  they  are  brought  to  prove, 
and  fhew  that  the  writers  have  put  their  own  real  feelings  into 
their  own  natural  and  proper  language.  Sir  John,  who  did  not 
know  the  befl:  ufe  of  his  pen,  does,  as  every  ordinary  man  would 
do,  flick  pretty  clofe  to  the  fame  formulary.  But  lady  Jane,  who 
was  a  miflrefs  of  language,  varies  her  phrafe  through  almofl  every 

E  e  mode 


.  209 


P.  P.  69.  A. 

— —  71.  E. 


P.  P.  *64.  *C. 

- 66.  B. 

D.  P.985'.  B. 


P.  P.  *64.  *c. 

-  6j.B. 


210 


D.  P.  983.  D. 
Serv.  P.32.D, 
37.  D. 
D.  P.  985.  c. 


P.  P.  386.  K, 

388.  I. 

-  -  G. 


Serv.  34.  c. 


IntroduBory  Remarks  o?i  Part  III. 

mode  of  expreffion,  which  the  fubjed:  would  admit.  The  elded: 
child  is  faid  to  be  ‘‘  promifing,”  “  ftrong,”  and  ‘‘  likely  to  do 
well,”  durdy  and  well.”  Of  the  youngeft  it  is  reported, 
that  he  is  weak,  and  little  to  be  reckoned  on,”  “  does  not  pro- 
“  mife  a  great  deal,”  “  very  low,”  weak  and  tender,”  ‘‘  came 
into  the  world  in  a  feeble  condition,”  “  delicate  and  puny;” 
and  befides  thefe  fhort  expreffion s,  which  are  fuppofed  to  be  thofe 
to  which  the  memorialid  alludes,  there  is  commonly  in  every  let¬ 
ter  a  pretty  turn  of  piety  or  affeiftion,  too  long  to  be  here 
tranfcribed,  which  plainly  fliew’s,  that  lady  Jane  thou8;ht  and 
wrote  like  a  woman  of  fenfe,  and  like  a  mother. 

It  would  be  injuftice  not  to  mention  on  this  occafion  an  in- 
ftance  of  honed  and  fpirited  behaviour  in  Mrs.  Hewit.  On  the 
1 2th  of  March  1765  there  was  an  attempt  to  bring  her  to  a  third 
examination,  when  die  was  fick  in  bed,  and  had  not  drength  to 
fign  her  name.  She  is  teized  with  many  trifling  enquiries,  to 
which  die  modedly  anfwers,  “  That  it  was  hard,  thefe  quedions 
were  not  aflced,  wdiile  her  memory  ferved  her  but  to  the 
quedion,  whether  lady  Jane  knew,  when  die  went  to  Rheinis, 
that  Sholto  was  weak  and  tender,  die  depofes  and  faid  thefe  words, 
“  Yes  to  be  fure,  we  all  kend  he  was  weak.” 

It  is  clear  therefore,  that  fir  John,  lady  Jane,  and  Mrs.  Hewk, 
did  always  uniformly  defcribe  thefe  children  in  the  fame  manner ; 
and  that  the  circum.dances  and  wants  of  the  children  had  made 
great  impreflion  on  their  minds,  and  enabled  them  to  be  very 
exait  on  this  point,  when  the  memory  of  lefs  intereding  objeds 
was  pad  and  gone  :  and  when  we  coniider  that  thefe  children  did 
appear  to  the  whole  world,  at  Rheims,  at  Dunkirk,  and  in 
Britain,  entirely  the  fame  as  they  had  been  previoufly  defcribed, 
we  have  fo  drong  an  alTurance,  that  they  were  both  under  the  eyes 
of  the  perfons  who  gave  thefe  accounts,  as  the  mod  artful  logic 
ought  never  to  overcome. 

3dly.  Sir  John  and  lady  Jane  were  drangers  at  Paris,  and  did 
not  intend  to  day  any  long  time  there  3  in  Mrs.  Hewit’s  dile 
they  were  in  great  confudiion,  haven  no  thoght  of  more  than 
wan  nurfes  to  feek.”  Yet,  notwithdanding  all  this  confufion, 
they  perfedly  remember  the  numbers,  charadlers,  and  ccndudt 
of  all  thofe  various  perfons,  to  whofe  care  the  children  were  com¬ 
mitted.  Thefe  are  points  in  difpute,  which  cannot  be  invedigated 
without  recurring  to  fads,  which  have  not  yet  been  mentioned. 
The  writer  of  thefe  papers  begs,  that  credit  may  be  given  him  at 
prefent,  and  he  will  foon  fatisfy  any  candid  enquirer,  that  this  is 

the 
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Sed;  I.  the  Account  of  the  Delivery, 

the  cafe.  In  the  mean  time  he  would  obferve,  that  fir  John  and 
Mrs.  Hewit  appear  to  remember  all  that  fort  of  fadls,  which  mud 
have  engaged  their  more  particular  attention  at  the  time  they  are 
faid  to  have  happened  ;  all  thofe  fad:s  which  would  naturally 
make  the  greateil  impreffion  on  their  memories,  and  which  we 
are  led  by  every  poffible  reafon  to  expedl  fliould  be  related  with 
the  greatefi;  precilion.  If  this  is  the  cafe,  it  fhould  feem  to  be  no 
great  objedfion  to  the  tefiiimony  of  lir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit,  that 
they  have  forgotten  or  midaken  a  number  of  little  incidents, 
which  palled  in  hurry  and  confulion,  made  little  impreffion  at  the 
time  they  palled,  and  would  have  been  told  with  confiderable  va¬ 
riation,  though  thefe  witnelTes  had  been  bled  with  better  memo¬ 
ries,  and  had  been  examined  much  earlier. 

For  what,  after  all,  is  the  fort  of  fads,  which  they  midake, 
and  in  which  they  contradid  each  other  ?  They  midake  the  trade 
of  the  nurfes  hudiands  ;  they  midake  the  day,  or  time  of  the  day, 
when  Archibald  and  Sholto  were  transferred  from  the  care  of  one 
woman  to  another;  they  cannot  agree,  whether  the  nurfe  came 
to  fetch  the  child,  or  the  child  was  carried  to  the  nurfe;  or  whe¬ 
ther  Mr.  La  Marre,  fir  John,  Mrs.  Hewit,  or  Mad.  Le  Brun 
carried  him.  Thefe  are  incidents,  which  paded  fo  quickly,  and 
are  of  fo  little  confequence,  that  the  writer  of  thefe  papers  freely 
owns,  he  Ihould  have  had  a  very  bad  opinion  of  this  tranfadion, 
if  they  had  been  related  with  conddency  and  exadnefs  :  in  thefe 
points  fuch  a  conddency  is  unnatural. 

One  might  add  to  this,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  appears  by  her  letters 
to  have  been  much  affeded  with  fears  and  frights ;  and  as  die 
could  have  no  information  from  any  body  but  dr  John,  for  want 
of  language,  it  is  not  to  be  doubted,  but  die  was  very  inquifitive 
and  troublefome.  Sir  John  was  hady,  and  would  very  probably 
give  her  many  a  diort  and  inconfiderate  anfwer,  which  Mrs. 
Hewit  treafured  up  as  a  matter  of  truth  and  confequence  :  it  be¬ 
came  current  in  the  family  for  want  of  contradidion,  and  by  that 
means  may  with  ill  luck,  but  wdthout  any  bad  intention,  have 
dipped  into  her  depodtion  ;  or  even  into  dr  John  Stewart  s. 

For  thefe  reafons  the  writer  of  thefe  papers  begs  leave  to  be  ex- 
cufed  from  engaging  in  an  enquiry,  which  he  edeems  as  uhnecef- 
fary,  as  it  is  fruitlefs.  He  is  willing  however  to  refume  the  fub  • 
jed,  as  foon  as  the  purfuers  diall  have  declared,  at  what  time 
of  day  Saury’s  child  was  taken  away ;  or  engaged  their  own 
three  witnedes  to  tell  us,  how  many  perfons  can  travel  in  the 
flage-coach  which  brought  lady  Jane  to  Paris. 

Ee  2 
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IntroduSiory  Remarks  on  Part  III 

What  John  Stewart  and  Mrs,  Hewit  forgets,  Is  foon  men¬ 
tioned  :  they  forgot  the  names  of  hotels,  of  ftreets  and  of 
perfons.  They  did  not  intend  to  ftay  long  in  Pans  and  lev 
never  meant  to  return  to  the  fame  quarters,  fr  to  conneft  lem^ 
felves  again  with  the  fame  perfons,  with  whom  they  were  nmv 
concerned.  At  one  enquiry  fir  John  recolleaed  the  Lme  of  one 
nurfe  ;  at  another,  the  name  of  a  fecond.  Thefe  are  two  women 
who  remained  longeft  with  the  child.  This  is  what  the  purfuer 
call  con tradiftion.  They  fliould  rather  thank  him  for  £  he 
emembers,  than  blame  him  for  what  he  does  not;  for  without 
his  help  they  had  never  found  one  of  the  books  they  fecreted 
he  learned  meraorialift  talks  often  of  the  facility  of  m^kino-  dif* 

been  in  diicoveiing  the  other  two. 

Indeed  it  can  never  be  matter  of  furprize,  that  thefe  names 

Mrf  H  Ti  iT  P-  and  Mrs  He 

Mrs.  Hewit  knew  them  very  imperfeftly  at  the  firft  •  fir  Tobn 

was  mattentive  and  inconfidemte.  The  great  nelleft  wh  cb  f 

occafioned  Mr.  Douglas  fo  much  difquietfwaslSi^^^^^^^^ 

written  evidence  of  the  place,  and  circumftances  of  the  birth  at 

th!t  h  H  h  Prom  the  perfons  who  were  prefent  ’  If 

hat  had  been  done,  we  had  never  heard  of  this  procefs. 

There  is  Tome  odd  reaibninp'  ahnnf-  fir  c*  » 

i« .  eft,  b.,  „ 1 7 

ieS”."  ""  “•  “ 

He  remembered  the  names  of  the  nerfons  tn  u-  i 

were  addrelTed,  and  the  flreets  in  whfch  the^  ll^rd 

(«)  Lord  Hailes. 

He 
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He  mentioned  half  a  dozen  gentlemen  of  his  acquaintance  at 
Rheims  and  on  the  road ,  he  could  probably  have  recolledled 
twenty  more  of  equal  importance,  had  the  purfuers  found  their 
interelT;  in  queftioning  him. 

He  remembered  the  names  of.  all  the  towns,  where  he  had 

He  remembered  the  names  of  two  nurfes,  Favre  and  Mangin, 
who  were  longeft  in  his  fervice. 

zdly.  It  appears  that  fir  John  Stewart  forgot  the  names  of  three 
other  ftreets,  which  were  demanded  of  him  ;  the  ftreet  in  which 
Mr.  La  Marre  lived,  where  he  probably  was  but  once  ;  the  name 
of  the  flreet  where  Michel  lived  ;  and  the  name  of  the  fireet 
where  Le  Brun  lived ;  though  he  has  defcribed  the  laft  flreet 
pretty  nearly  as  well  as  any  other  perfon  could  have  done  at  the 
lame  diftance  of  time. 

He  forgot  the  names  of  the  bankers,  with  whom  he  had  fome 
tranfient  bufinefs  :  but  he  has  defcribed  them  fo,  that  they  might 
eafily  be  found. 

He  forgot  the  names  of  the  milk-women  and  earlier  nurfes^. 

Mr.  Anderfon  obferves,  “  that  he  fhould  not  remember  the 
“  names  of  fervants  and  fellow-lodgers,  is  not  extraordinary.’* 

Very  true  ;  but  then  it  cannot  be  fo  flrange  as  Mr.  Anderfon 
would  make  it,  that  he  fhould  forget  all  thofe  names,  becaufe  the 
milk-women  and  nurfes  are  fervants. — In  fhort,  every  one  of  us 
may  appeal  to  our  own  condud,  and  to  all  the  world,,  whether  fir 
John’s  memory  is  not  like  the  memory  of  mofl  other  people, 
only  fomewhat  weak.  We  commonly  remember  the  names  of 
acquaintances,  whom  we  have  occafion  often  to  name.  We  for¬ 
get  the  names  of  fervants,  whom  we  fcarce  ever  call  by  their  own 
names  :  and  we  trouble  ourfelves  lefs  about  the  names  of  public 
flreets,  when  we  know  the  way  to  the  houfe  we  want,  unlefs  it 
be  for  the  fake  of  our  correfpondence. 

SECT  II. 

Of  the  refidence  at  Godefroi's., 

N  the  evening  of  the  4th  of  July  lady  Jane,  fir  John  Stewart,  p.p.*42o.*a.. 
and  Mts.  Hewit,  arrived  at  the  hotel  de  Chalons,  rue  St. 

Martin.  So  much  has  been  faid  already  of  Mr.  and  Mad.  Gode- 

froi,  that  it  is  needlefs  to  fay  any  thing  more,  than  that  neither  p.p.  95.  f;. 

the 
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Of  the  Refidencc  at  Godefrot  s,  Part  III.- 

the  man  nor  his  wife  pretend  to  remember  any  one  circumftance 
relative  to  the  perfon  of  lady  Jane  or  Mrs.  Hewit ;  Mr.  Code- 

froi  even  fuppofes  Mrs.  Hewit  to  have  been  but  a  femme  de 
chambre. 

Sir  John  Stewart  fays,  that  lady  Jane  and  he  lodged  the  firft 
nignt  or  two  in  Mr.  Godefroi’s,  and  then  on  account  of  its  incon- 
Ded,.,..  venience  left  it,  and  went  to  Le  Brun’s.  Mrs.  Hewit  fays,  that 
P.P.as^.F.  to  the  heft  of  her  remembrance  fir  lohn  and  lady  Jane  continued 
three  days  and  three  nights  at  Godefroi’s ;  and  thinks,  that  lady 
Jane  was  four  days  at  Le  Brun’s  before  the  delivery,  which  Ihe  is 
pofitive  happened  on  the  loth  of  July  1748.-  As  it  is  certain  that 
they  came  to  Godefroi's  on  the  4th,  and  that  the  birth  is  uni¬ 
formly  dated  the  i  oth,  here  is  a  day  too  much  in  Mrs.  Hewit’s 

- 252.K.  _  Sir  John  Stewart  fays,  they  {laid  only  two  nights  in. 

Godefroi’s.  It  is  probable  upon  the  whole,  that  they  took  lodg¬ 
ings  at  Le  Brun’s  on  the  6th  of  July,  and  left  Godefroi’s  on 
the  7th. 

Before  we  take  leave  of  Mr.  Godefroi,  we  Ihould  obferve,  that 
the  man-midwift  was  engaged  during  the  refidence  of  the  family 
D«I.  c.  o.  at  the  hotel  de  Chalons.  Sir  John  fays,  he  was  in  call  fome  days 

- 6...  before  the  loth,  and  that  he  met  him  accidentally,  and  engaged 

him  at  once.  °  ° 
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This  hidden  engagement  with  the  man-midwife  furnilhes  us 
with  the  reafon,  why  Mrs.  Hewit  knows  fo  little  of  him.  Peo¬ 
ple  ufually  converfe  on  fubjefts,  which  are  under  deliberation ; 
not  on  aftions,  which  are  compleated.  The  hire  of  a  man-mid- 
■wife  was  fir  John  Stewart’s  province  ;  and  he  hired  one  without 

whafZ  hal^H  He  returned  home,  and  related 

A  U’  Lady  Jane  and  Mrs.  Hewit  were  content, 

livery°**”^  fubjeft,  till  the  day  of  the  de- 

We  may  be  fure  therefore,  that  when  lady  Jane  removed  from 
Godefroi  s  to  Mad.  Le  Brun’s  on  the  7th  of  July,  Mr.  La  Marre 
the  man-midwife,  was  befpoke ;  that  he  knew  of  an  excellent 
nurfe ;  and  that  there  was  a  provifion  of  childbed-linen  fulficient 
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Se6l,  3.  Of  Mr*  Andrkux's  Loan  on  July  10. 
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SECT.  IIL 

Of  Mr.  Andrieuxs  loan  on  July  i  oth. 

IT  is  time  now  to  refume  our  hiftory.  The  firft  thing,  which 
fir  John  did  on  his  arrival  in  Paris,  was  to  take  up  money  of 
Melfrs-.  Taffin.  He  expected  to  have  obtained  a  farther  credit, 
but  was  refufed.  In  confequence  of  this  refufal  he  applied  to 
the  friendlhip  of  Mr.  Andrieux,  who  very  kindly  affifted  him  : 
and  on  the  very  day  this  ailiftance,  be  it  credit,  or  be  it  money 
(for  the  witnelfes  vary  the  word)  arrived,  lady  Jane  was  brought 
to-bed. 

The  money  was  not  paid  till  July  the  26th ;  as  appears  by  the 
banker’s  books.  There  is  here  then  a  difficulty,  which  has  greatly 
embarraffed  the  ferious  enquirers.  We  muft  begin  this  morn¬ 
ing  of  the  birth-day  of  Mr.  Douglas,  with  an  attempt  to‘ 
fjlve  it. 

Sir  John  fay&,  that  he  remembers,  that  having  applied  to  Decl.  2.  k.- 
a  banker,  whofe  name  he  cannot  remember,,  to  advance  part 
“  of  the  money,  which  would  be  due  a  ffiort  time  after  j  which 
being  refufed,  the  declarant  wrote  to  Mr.  Andrieux  his  land- 
lord'  at  Rheims,  to  fend  him  credit  for  thirty,  louis  d’ors  or 
“  thereby,  which  he  accordingly  did,  and  lady  Jane  was  brought 
to-bed  on  the  very  day  the  credit  arrived.” 

Mrs.  Hewit  has  depofed,  that  on  their  coming  to  Paris  lady-  Serv.  12.  a. 
“  jane  endeavoured  to  perfuade  her  banker  to  advance  her  thirty 
«  iouis  d’ors,  which  were  to  fall  due  at  Lammas  following ;  and 
“  that,  as  he  refufed  to  do  fo,  hr  John  wrote  to  Rheims  to  one 
«  Mr.  Andrews,  to  whom  they  had  been  recommended,  who 
“  ordered  his  banker  to  advance  the  money ;  and  that  very  day 
it  was  paid,  lady  Jane  was  brought  to-bed,  which  made  it  un- 
“  neceffary  to  fend  lor  the  lervant-maids. 

Label  Walker  fays,  “  that  by  a  letter,  which  the  deponent  re - 20.  a, 

“  ceived  from  Mrs.  Hewit  from  Paris,  flie  was  informed,  that 
“  my  lady  had  been  difappointed-  of  the  money  expeded  there, 
and  was  obliged  to  write  to  Mr.  Andrews  at  Rheims  for  a  fup- 
“  ply  of  money;  which  Mrs.  Plewit,  by  a  fecond  lettei,  ac- 
“  quainted  the  deponent,  was  got  upon  the  day,  that  lady  Jane 
“  was  delivered  at  Paris  :  that  llie  received  the  letter  of  July  22d, 
previous  to  the  one  acquainting  her  with  Mr.  Andrews  fupply 
“  of  money.” 


In 
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0/  Mr.  Ajidrkttxs  Loan  on  July  i  o.  Part  III. 

In  oppofmon  to  thefe  three  witneffes,  letters  and  extrads 
loni  Mr.  Andneuxs  books  have  been  produced;  by  which  it 
appears,  that  Mr.  Andrieux  lent  fir  John  Stewart  only  twenty- 
five  louis  d  01  s,  and  that  credit  for  this  lum  was  fent  by  Mr  Havart 
ot  Rhetms  to  MelT.  Panniers  at  Paris  by  the  pofiof  July  the  aatl 
and  confequently,  that  the  money  was  not  received  by  fir  John 
Stewart  t,l!  above  a  fortnight  after  the  j oth  of  July. 

There  would  be  a  very  great  miftake  here  in  the  declaration  of 
fir  John  Stewart,  and  depofition  of  Mrs.  Ilewit,  if  they  were 
bound  to  the  find  language  of  the  exchange;  but  if  we  alLrfir 
John  to  ufe  his  own  words  in  the  fame  fenfe,  in  which  he  ufed 
them  to  his  wife  and  to  Mrs.  Hewit,  perhaps  it  may  appeal  “hat 
there  IS  no  miftake  at  all  :  but  firft  we  feLld  obviat^a  confe- 
quence  or  two,  which  has  been  drawn  from  this  circumftanct 

=»«ount  of  the  receipt  of  this  money  was  by  no  means 
he  btth  Tht  dT^°  f  recolleded  the  day  of 

o  mind.  Mrs.  Hewit  exprefly  mentions,  that  the  money  was 
received  only  on  the  day  of  lady  Jane’s  deli;ery,  as  a  r^fo/why 
the  maids  did  not  attend.  Sir  John  is  alked,  how  long  after  confin^ 
o  Le  Brim  s  lady  Jane  was  brought  to-bed  >.  He  fays  he  cannol 
profitively  recolkd  the  number  of  days  ;  but  it  was  very  foon  after 
his  coming  to  that  houfe,  and  then  fpeaks  of  this  credft.  So  that 

exiTnlnr^r  ‘^is  circumftance  in 

coming  to  LeBrun’s.  connedion  with  his 

2dly.  Nothing  ought  to  be  inferred  from  the  concurrenrp  nf 

BSSKsa-siSHS 

and  yet  it  is  clear,  this  is  one  of  thofe  fads,  which  flie  could  onlv 
know  by  report  from  fir  John  ;  fo  that  be  this  circumftance  rivM 
or  wrong,  the  whole  exadnefs  or  irregularity  (or  willful  falfliood 

joh?Sir,S'£‘tr,r„" 

^  Hewit  did  wrfte  to 

Ifabel  Walker  between  the  22d  and  26th  fulv  ,.,k  u 

fince  depofed  before  the  jury.  ^  ^  ^48  what  flie  has 

•  ourfelves  on  this  point,  we  muft  look  a  little 

into  theftate  of  lady  Jane’s  finances  at  this  time.  ® 


The 
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Sed.  3.  Of  Mr.  Aftdrieuxs  Loan  on  yuly  i  c. 

The  banker,  of  whom  fir  John  fpeaks,  was  doubtlefs  the 
widow  Taffin  and  fons ;  upon  whom  fir  John  had  brought  a 
letter  of  credit  from  Meff.  Paul  Khar  et  Fils  of  Aix-la-Chapelle 
for  1679  livres  5  fols.  This  money,  with  one  louis  dor  which 
remained  in  cafh  when  they  arrived  at  Paris,  was  all  that  the  fa¬ 
mily  had  hitherto  provided  for  their  fubfiflence  till  their  return 
to  Rheims. 

There  was  no  immediate  want  of  money  3  but  Hr  John  had 
long  forefeen,  that  he  fhould  want  it,  before  he  had  any  probable 
chance  of  leaving  Paris.  It  was  not  believed,  that  lady  Jane  was 
quite  fo  near  her  time.  The  ordinary  expence  of  thefe  three  per- 
fons  could  fcarce  be  lefs  than  a  guinea  per  day,  and  the  extraor¬ 
dinary  of  a  lying-in  to  be  provided,  a  midwife  and  nurfe  to  be  P. 
paid  ;  and  befides  thi,s,  it  is  extremely  probable  from  the  circum- 
ftance  of  their  receiving  1650  livres  of  this  money  on  the  5th  of 
July,  and  the  remainder  on  the  6th,  that  they  owed  money  to 
fome  perfon  which  they  were  obliged  to  pay-out  of  this  fum.  It 
cannot  be  doubted  therefore,  that  fir  John*  Stewart  adled  pru¬ 
dently  in  endeavouring  to  provide  farther  credit. 

The  plan  he  had  often  ufed,  and  in  this  cafe  had  long  defigned 
to  ufe,  was  to  take  up  money  in  advance  from  the  banker,  allow¬ 
ing  him  the  ufual  difeount.  Sir  John  fays,  he  did  apply  to  this 
banker,  the  widow  Taffin,  who  refufed  to  advance  him  any  mo- 
•ney.  The  negotiation  with  the  banker  began  on  the  5th  of 
July,  when  he  received  1650  livres  in  part  of  the  money,  as  appears 
by  lady  Jane’s  pocket-book.  Sir  John  goes  on,  and  fays,  that  on 
his  refufal  he  wrote  to  Mr.  Andrieux.  That  fir  John  wrote  to 
Mr.  Andrieux  to  borrow  money  is  certain :  that  he  wrote  at 
this  time  is  highly  credible ;  becaufe  though  he  did  not  adually 
want  money  at  that  moment,  he  wifhed  to  procure  a  refource 
againft  his  approaching  wants,  without  which  he  could  not  fend 
for  the  maid-fervants.  He  fays,  he  wrote  at  this  time,  and  there 
is  nothing  in  proof  to  contradid;  him,  nor  do  the  purfuers  difputc 
this  point  ;  fo  that  by  all  the  rules  of  common  fenfe  we  ought  to 
date  Sir  John  Stewart’s  requeft  to  Mr.  Andrieux  July  6th,  on 
the  morning  after  he  had  been  firft  with  the  TaiTins.  ' 

Though  Mr.  Andrieux  was  in  pretty  condant  correfpondence  — 
with  fir  John  Stewart  at  this  time,  there  appears  only  one  letter 
from  him  in  procefs,  dated  the  18th  of  July:  we  are  fure  howe-  — 

ver  of  two  more,  one  dated  the  24th  of  July,  which  inclofed  the _ 

letter  of  credit  from  Mr.  Havart  of  Rheims  upon  MefT.  Panniers, 
and  one  received  by  fir  John  Stewart  the  10th  of  July,  which  is 
probably  the  fame  with  that  referred  to  in  the  letter  of  the  i8th. 

F  f  The 
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The  letter  of  the  i8th  does  not  mention  fir  John  Stewart’s  re- 
5uert,  and  is  no  anfwer  in  any  fliape  to  his  letter  of  the  6th  It 
IS  plain  therefore,  that  the  earlier  letter  to  which  referenw  is 
made  was  the  anfwer,  and  that  this  anfwer  was  written  before 
the  ibth  j  and  of  corfequence,  that  there  was  a  letter  from  Mr 
Andrieux  on  the  fubjeft  of  this  money,  diftind  from  that  of  the 
24th  which  inclofed  Mr.  Havart’s  j  and  that  fhis  letter  did  with 

correfpond  to  the  date  afligned  by  fir  John 
an  Mrs.  Hewit.  lhat  fir  John  really  received  a  letter  from  Mr. 

’1°''’  morning,  is  evident  from 

this,  that  fir  John  in  his  letter  to  lord  Crawford,  dated  the  loth 

€,  1  ”  J’-"  u-  “  that  day  received  letters  from  Scot- 

-  _  landi  which  muft  have  been  fent  inclofed  in  a  letter  from  Mr 
Andrieux  in  the  manner  mentioned  in  Mr.  Andrieux’s  letter  of 
the  18th  of  July,  as  all  the  letters  for  fir  John  and  lady  fane  were 

at  this  time  addrefied  to  Mr.  Andrieux  at  Rheims,  and  by  him 
tranfmitted  to  Pans.  ^ 

reafon,  why  fir  John  mentions  this  credit, 
hen  he  is  alhed  how  long  they  had  been  at  Le  Brun’s  before  the 
delivery  .  He  wrote  to  Mr.  Andrieux  on  the  day  he  hired  Le  Brun’s 
lodpngs  :  he  received  Mr.  Andrieux’s  compliance  on  the  moraine 
of  the  day  lady  Jane  was  brought  to-bed  ;  his  anfwer  therefore  in 
his  declaration  implies  thus  much.  That  he  cannot  tell  the  exadl 
number  of  days,  but  they  were  juft  as  many  as  ufuallv  oafs  be 

tween  the  time  of  difpatching  a  letter  from  Paris  to  Rheims,  and* 
receiving  the  anfwer.  ’ 

We  may  fee  too,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  is  very  accurate  in  Dointimr 

faid,  they  were  kept  away  till  Mr.  Andrieux’s  money  was  paid  on 

A®.  have  given  a  falfe  reafon  ;  for  Mr 

M  ^  on  July  the  loth 

had  enabled  him  to  fend  for  them.  To  this  (he  very  properly 

fers  ;  but  unhapp  y  mifl-es  the  proper  mercantile  ex^effion/and' 

that  IS  all  the  miftake.  Had  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit  forefeen 

logic  of  fir  Adam  Fergufon,  they  would  have  ufed  the  fanle 

word;  credit  and  money  are  words,  which  differ  as  much  from 

each  other,  as  promife  does  from  both  j  and  yet  the  learned 

fpeakers  in  the  books  of  Mefli  Almon  and  Anderfon,  are  r^pre-  ' 

fented  as  refufing  Mrs.  Hewit  the  indulgence  the^  clain^'^fL 

themfelves.  They  perpetually  affure  us,  that  fir  John  haT  faid 

^e  money  was  received  on  the  loth  of  July:  “  Idem  cum 

duo  faciunt  non  eft  idem.”  Nay,  they  puft  this  matter  a 

great  deal  farther.  In  the  cafe  of  the  bill  upon  Meff.  Taffin 

there 
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there  is  a  reafon  in  proof,  why  that  credit  was  not  of  the  fame 
ufe  as  money  at  Rheims  j  yet  thefe  gentlemen  are  made  to  argue, 
that  fir  John  had  money  at  Rheims,  becaufe  he  had  that  credit ; 
and  therefore  conclude,  that  three  witnefTes  are  perjured.  There 
is  alfo  full  proof,  that  Mr.  Andrieux’s  promife  received  on  July 
the  loth  anfwered  all  the  wilhes  and  defigns  of  the  family,  as 
well  as  money  would  have  done  :  yet  this  they  fay  may  not  be 
called  and  therefore  the  fame  three  witnefles  are  perjured 

a  fecond  time. 

The  interpretation  here  given  to  what  the  witnelTes  have  faid, 
is  believed  to  be  agreeable  to  the  common  language  of  mankind  in 
all  fimilar  cafes.  Another  inftance  occurs  in  this  procefs.  Lady 
Jane  borrowed  money  of  Lord  Morton  in  1749.  The  bond  and 
bill  arrived  at  Rheims  November  the  ifi:,  and  fiie  received  the©,  p.  ^7^;^ 
money  on  the  2d.  Yet  her  ladyfliip  returns  her  thanks  to  Lord 
Morton  on  0<Stober  29th,  ybr  his  kindnefs  in  fending  her  credit. 

And  all  the  witnefles  now  examined,  do  uniformly  and  fenfibly 
date  the  receipt  of  lord  Morton’s  favour  in  the  month  of  October, 
when  his  promife  was  firft  received. 

When  the  hurry  andconfufion,  which  arofe  from  the  unexpedled  serv.  35.  cJ 

birth  of  two  children,  was  pafi:,  and  the  promife  of  Mr.  Andrieux’s - 

money  received,  the  defign  of  fending  for  the  maids  revived,  arnl 
was  actually  put  off  at  lafi:,  not  by  any  chicanery  of  lady  Jane, 
but  by  the  good  humour  of  Ifabel  Walker.  She  fays,  that  Mrs. 

Hewit  wrote  her  word,  that  though  my  lady  had  a  good  deal  to 
do  with  money,  yet  fhe  believed  fiie  would  fend  for  the  depo¬ 
nent  and  EfFy  Caw ;  but  the  deponent  in  return  wrote  Mrs.  Hewit, 
that  as  lady  Jane  was  now  fafely  delivered,  and  had  a  nurfe  attend¬ 
ing  her,  it  was  needlefs  to  put  my  lady  in  her  prefent  circum- 
Rances  to  the  expence  of  tranfporting  the  deponent  and.Efiy  Cawi 
and  thus  the  whole  affair  ended. 

This  whole  bufinefs  of  the  money  is  faid  to  have  received  a 
very  fevere  cenfure  from  a  learned  fpeaker  in  Almon’s  book,  {a) 
p.  85  j  but  furely  fuch  cenfures  mufl  come  with  a  very  ill  grajce 
from  a  gentleman  who  is  faid  to  have  paid  fo  very  little  attention 
to  the  proof  he  condemns,  as  to  confound  the  credit  given  by 
Meff.  Khar  of  Aix  1979  livres  5  fols,  with  the  credit  upon  Meff, 

Panniers  for  25  louis  d’ors. 

(a)  Lord  Prefident; 
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SECT.  IV. 

Of  Sir  John  Stewart’s  letters  on  fuly  the  loth. 

'SJJ  E  are  only  removed  from  one  difficuliy  to  another.  Sir 

tl  fcarce  received  his  letters  from  Scotland 

hrough  the  care  of  Mr.  Andrieux.  but  he  fat  down  To  write  ta 
loid  Crawford,  as  we  have  feen.  This  with  fome  other  letters  in- 
piocefs  has  furmdied  the  purfuers  with  a  prefumptive  argument 
which  they  call  with  authority,  proof  that  lady  JaL  Douglas  was 
notdehvered  on  the  loth  day  of  July  1748.  byevidencfarirng 

of  various  letters  written  by  fir  John  Stewarf 
and  Mrs.  Hewit  upon  the  loth,  nth,  and  22d  of  July  1748 

The  principal  fad,  on  which  the  purfuers  ground  their  ar«, 

“  M’r  Stew  \  Pocket-boof  in  thSe  worT- 

“  ford  to  his  r  of  July  wrote  to  the  earl  of  Craw- 

j®[°"’®"‘*‘oMr.  Macewen,  Mr.Florentin,  Mrs  Hen 

bum,  and  Mrs.  Andrews.”  The  four  firll:  of  thefe  letters  aL 
pear  in  procefs,  and  make  no  mention  of  the  delivery  ;  therefore 
fay  the  purfuers,  there  was  no  delivery  on  the  loth  oT  Tnl  v  T’ 

ifcLtZoT.  *hefe  JJin  the 

But  when  it  is  known,  that  the  nnft  frr^m  ^  ^ 

the  places,  to_  which  thefe  letters  were  addrelfedT  fets  ouTaTXht 

da  .0,  b,8i.  fai  i, ;;  rr 

no  me«t.o„  of  .ho  M,„,.  iJdo.j  |,.j 

1  in  a  letter  of  this  date,  the  purfuers  would  have  harl 

rong  prefumptive  argument  againft  the  truth  of  the  birth 
wit  IS  a  weapon,  which  will  cut  many  ways. 

of  this  reafoning  it  is  obferved  that  piVlif 

"^'r  lit £  it  fS  • 

letters  were  written,  or  the  day  they  went  ’to  ZpoA 


The 
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yuly  the  I  Oth\ 


The  original  ufe  of  the  word  date,  from  whence  the  practice  of 
mankind  has  never  varied,  was  to  mark  the  time  when  the  letter 
was  given  to  the  meffenger  who  carried  it.  It  never  did  or  could-  ^ 

fignify  the  time  when  the  ink  and  wax  were  put  upon  the  paper, 
and  is  never  ufed  in  this  fenfe  by  any  but  ignorants  and  children 
unlefs  therefore  there  is  pofitive  proof  to  the  contrary,  the  date, 
of  the  loth  of  July  does  mark,  that  the  letters  were  lent  off  by' 
the  pod:  in  the  morning  of  that  day. 

Mr.  Anderfon  would  do  well  to  inform  his  readers,  upon  what 
principle  of  literary  interpretation  he  was  led  to  fay  at  page  35,  [a] 

“  that  the  letters  themfelves  appear  to  be  wrote  upon  the  10th 
and  upon  what  authority  he  has  aflerted  at  page  36,  that  “  the 
“  defender  maintains,  that  the  letters  dated  the  loth  ought  to  be 

dated  the  9th.”  The  defender  is  fo  far  from  maintaining  this, 
that  he  believes  the  letters  to  lord  Crawford  and  Mr.  Andrieux 
were  actually  written  early  on  the  loth,  after  fir  John  Stewart, 
had  received  Mr.  Andrieux’s  packet  from  Godefroi’ s  :  and  for  the 
reft,  he  only  afferts,  that  they  were  written  fome  time  before  the 
departure  of  the  pofl  on  the  loth  of  July. 

The  general  rule  of  dating  letters,  which  is  obferved  by  all  men- 
of  bufinefs  throughout  the  world,  was  alfo  the  particular  pra(ffice 
of  fir  John  Stewart’s  family. 

Mrs.  Hewit’s  letter,  dated  July  the  22d,  was  fent  to  the  poll  p.Mem.pt.j. 

on  that  day;  and  it  is  marked  in  the  pocket-book  on  July  the  P-  H? 

21ft;  nay  feveral  inftances  are  cited  by  the  purfuers  from  the 
pocket-book,  which  fhew,  that  when  a  letter  was  detained  by  ac¬ 
cident  after  the  day  on  which  it  bore  date,  both  the  date  and  the- 
time  it  was  fent  are  marked  by  lady  Jane.  The  purfuers  obferve, 
that  had  thefe  letters  been  written  on  the  9th,  they  would  ac¬ 
cording  to  the  rule  of  the  family  have  been  marked  in  lady  Jane’s 
pocket-book  of  that  date.  To  which  it  may  be  replied,  that  had 
the  letters  been  fent  away  on  the  nth,  they  would  according  to. 
the  rule  of  the  family  have  been  marked,  as  fent  on  that  day. 

All  this  ferves  only  to  fhew,  that  the  entry  in  the  pocket-book 

is.  not  always  made  by  one  rule.  In  this  inftance  we  have  little 
reafon  to  exped  exadlnefs.  Sir  John  Stewart  has.  marked  only, 
three  letters  of  this  date  in  the  book,  and  we  are  fure  he  wrote 
four;  for  the  letter  to  Mr.  Florentin  is  in  procefs.  Lady  Jane  has 
marked  fix  letters ;  but  then  this  article  appears  to  be  of  the  lefs- 
authority,  as  it  was  made  with  feveral  others  f-x  poji  JaBoy  and. 

Mrs.  Hewit’s  letter  to  the  maids  is  omitted.  Indeed  the  appear¬ 
ance  of  this  pocket-book  makes  flrongly  in  favour  of  the  defender.. 


(a)  Lord  PrefidenU 
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It  was  never  meant  for  public  infpeaion.  It  contain,  • 

accounts  of  the  family,  and  there  is  a  total  hiant  / 
time  lady  Jane  is  fuppofed  to  lie-T„.  '  '"^ole 

cirTumfere?„^h1t\Ter  to^or7crIwfLr“  "P°"  ‘ 

lady  Jane  has  this  day  ^00^  JetS 
letters  are  not  delivered  from  the  port-office  at  Paris"  till  the*^  T 

the"“th  rf7ul7"  in  the  .ftcrntnt 

Stewtrt  wfs"Tn  "the  We"®  o"wWch  *  h°  ^,"“‘''1''*  ^  ‘hat  fir  Jobs 
Whether  he  was7  wafnot  ffi  r  inters  were  addrelfed. 

thepointindifpute  ;  and  is 

.  in  proof,  that  we  fee  fir  Tnhn  »  for  granted,  becaufeitis 

addreffed  to  him  at  Godefroi’s  at  this  time  came 

Godefroi’s,  Mr.  Godefroi  do^;  nSXnk  ^ 

John,  in  his  letter  to  InrH  r  «ot  think  proper  to  remember.  Sir 
with  the  contents  of  lette77' to  be  greatly  alarmed 
thing  improbable  that  he  thould  wX  ou^  aTfete^fn 

fequence  of  the  bad  Lws  h?ha"d^Xrf?ed^‘fi!7"”’  »"<!.  in  con- 
write  to  lord  Crawford  tn  ,u-  "t  down  in  the  bar  to 

«  hour  we  look  for  darty.”  “  ^he  happy 

maTdt  "d'Xjffiy^eVaS^^^  to  the 

“  The  lart  day  I  writ  to  vou  T  b^  X  ^°"tains  what  follows  : 

“  very  well,  as  I  thoght  •  fo  far  frn  f°“  fotr  Mrs.  was 

"  wholl  night,  and  ffd  n'or  .  ^^ad  been  ill-  the 

“  4  ours  after  your  leter  wintX  u-^  clock,  which  was 

“  a  way  as  I  cLld  wX[  Z  to  a  h  "  ^  i" 

“  many  is  been  wore  with  on  Ar  m”  "'ttnefs  to,  tho  I  belive 
In  a  poftfeript  /he  fays  The  hn  produced  2  lovly  boys.’* 

daied  my  ktter  the  ,  ■  a  7  7?  “  t^titin  I  hlive  I 

»  happy  day.”  toth  which  was  the 

tions  whi!h°winL’XXdererpref^^^  “’antic- 

namml’’:S77Sn5e7coSffin1‘^"  f  “n- 

pediency.  See.  They  infer  from  the  by  notions  of  ex- 

really  «fritten  on  thV"  ,  th  Ttu1v  "X  ‘r  ' ,  ^^^“tmer  letter  was 

the  delivery,  and  confequentlv  thJt’tt,  mention  of 

loth.  ^  comequently  that  jhere  wa*  no  delivery  on  the 

Perhaps 
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Se£!:.  4*  y^ly  loth* 

Perhaps  fome  people  would  choofe  to  allow  Mrs.  He  wit  a 
little  more  honefty,  and,  lefs  artifice,  learning  and  politenefs, 
than  thefe  perfons  are  wont  to  do.  Several  of  her  letters  are  in 
procefs,  and  fiiew  a  confiderable  deficiency  on  the  fide  of  polite¬ 
nefs  and  accuracy.  The  letter  before  us  is  in  many  places  fcarce 
intelligible  j  we  may  however,  with  a  little  attention,  make  out, 
that  it  is  very  honelt  and  inartificial.  In  this  correction  of  the 
date,  it  Ihould  feem,  Mrs.  Hewit  meant  no  more  than  to  fpeak 
firft  of  her  own  inaccuracy,  before  the  was  reproached  with  it. 
Had  Ihe  fpoke  of  the  time  fhe  actually  wrote  the  letter,  and  pre¬ 
tended  it  had  been  kept  a  day  in  the  houfe  before  it  had  been 
fent  to  the  poll  then  fhe  might  probably  have  impofed  upon  the 
maids,  and  upon  Mr.  Andrieux,  through  whofe  hands  the  letter 
paffed  5  but  flie  fpeaks  of  four  hours  before  noon,  of  eight  in  the 
morning,  the  hour  at  which  the  poll  fets  out.'  The  pofl  goes  in 
one  day  from  Paris  to  Rheims,  and  is  fubjeCt  to  no  uncertainty.. 

If  this  letter  had  been  fent  away  on  the  i  ith,  it  would  have  been 
received  at  Rheims  on  the  12th  ;  and  if  the  date  of  the  letter  cor- 
refponded  with  this  time  of  conveyance,  no  after- correction  could 
have  ever  fet  it  right ;  and  this  attempt  of  Mrs.  Hewit  would  have 
effectually  fuggefled  the  notion  of  a  fraud,  had  the  people  of 
Rheims  fufpeCted  nothing  before.  If  on  the  other  hand  the  Ikter 
was  really  received  on  the  iith  at  Rheims,  Mrs.  Hewit’s  obfer- 
vation  on  the  2 2d  would  ferve  to  direCt  their  attention  to  that 
circumftance,  and  it  probably  did  fo.  This  letter  of  Mrs* 
Hewit’s,  and  Godefroi’s  anfwer  to  Mr.  Maillefer’s  letter  on  the 
1 2th,  would  have  proclaimed  the  fraud  to  all  the  people  of  Rheims, 
had  there  been  any  fraud  in  this  tranfaClion.  But  the  whole 
conduct  of  the  two  families  of  Mr.  Andrieux  and  Mr.  Maillefer, 
as  well  as  the  pofitive  teflimony  of  the  perfons  of  thefe  families 
ftill  alive,  fhew,  that  they  never  fufpeCtcd  any,  and  afford  a  con¬ 
vincing  proof  that  there  was  none. 

Befides,  as  all  the  letters  to  the  maids  are  direCted  to  the  care 
of  Mr.  Andrieux,  and  as  it  appears  from  lady  Jane’s  pocket- 
book,  that  a  letter  was  fent  to  him  upon  the  loth,  it  is  pretty 
certain,  the  letter  alluded  to  by  Mrs.  Hewit  was  fent  with  this^ 
letter  to  Mr.  Andrieux  of  the  10th;  for  it  is  very  unnatural  to 
fuppofe,  that  fir  John  wrote  to  him  on  the  ioth>  and  again  lent  a 
letter  to  his  care  to  the  maids  on  the  i  ith. 

The  purfuers  defire  to  leave  no  ftone  unturned  ;  they  refer  us 
in  the  lafi  place  to  a  letter  of  fir  John  Stewart’s  to  lord  Crawford, 
dated  July  22d,  in  which  he  fpeaks  of  his  laft  letter,  and  calls  p. 
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0/  the  Delivery  on  July  loth  1748.  Part  III. 

it  his  letter  of  the  6th  inftant.  This  the  purfuers  call  an  artful 
method  to  perfuade  his  lordAip,  that  his  former  letter  had  been 
dated  th.,  loth  by  miftake.  Many  reafons  concur  againft  this  in- 
linuation.  It  appears  to  have  been  wholly  unneceflary  to  antedate 
^at  letter,  which  did  not  contradift  the  account  of  the  birth.  All 

M  h'"'  k  letters  to  Mr.  Stewart,  Mr.  Macewen,  and 

Mrs.  Hepburn  were  left  to  fpeak  for  themfelves  ;  and  as  fir  lohn 
Stewart  exprelly  defires  his  lordlhip  to  interell  himfelf  with  his 
lends  in  Scotland  about  the  contents  of  thofe  letters,  which  he 
had  acknowledged  to  have  received  only  on  the  day  the  firft  let! 
tei  was  ftnt,  it  would  have  been  impraifticable  to  have  impofed 
on  lord  Crawford,  or  to  have  carried  back  that  date  to  the  (fthof 
July,  when  thofe  letters  from  Scotland  were  hardly  written 

Upon  the  whole,  fir  John  Stewart’s  account  of  the  receipt  of 

^ndthe  mention  of  letters  received  on  July 
the  10  h  in  h^is  letter  to  lord  Crawford,  do  reciprocally  confirm  and 
accredit  each  other  1  and  leave  us  fully  cLincKaTC^ 
Andrieux  s  promife  was  received  and  the  letter  to  lord  Crfwford 
wri  ten  m  the  order  they  have  been  confidered,  previous  to  the 
biithofMr.  Douglas,  on  the  10th  of  July  1748.  ^ 


SECT.  V. 


Of  the  Delivery  on  July  the  10th  1748. 

Mr.  La  Marre  called  at 
lady  Jane  s  lodgings  j  he  found  her  near  the  time  of  her  de- 

‘  waited  till  It  was  over.  She  had  indeed  been  out  of 

Older  the  whole  preceding  nio’ht  •  her  nain*;  n-  i 

her  between  eleven  and  twelvli;  and  Ihe  was  delivered  "If  A  rchT 
ba  d  between  three  and  four  in  the  afternoon,  and  of  Sholto  about 
half  an  hour  later,  m  the  prefence  of  Mr.  La  Marre  M  id  T 
Brun,  Mrs.  Hewit,  and  Mad.  Le  Brun’s  daughter  Sif Shad 
once  mentioned  a  widow  woman,  who  lodged  in  this  houfe  •  he 
afterwards  correaed  himfelf  in  the  fame  declaration,  though ’per! 
haps  his  fir/t  account  is  as  accurate  as  his  fecond.  ^  ^ 

A  flight  objeaiion  to  the  birth  is  grounded  on  a  feemino-  varia 
tion  in  the  time  of  day,  which  appears  in  fir  John  Stewart’s  ac¬ 
counts. 
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counts.  He  has  faid  in  a  letter  to  Mrs.  Hepburn,  that  lady  Jane  Serv  -ii  c 
was  brought  to-bed  in  the  evening  of  the  loth  of  July.  In  his  ‘ 
declaration  he  fays,  “  It  was  in  the  forenoon,  at  leaf!  before  the  Decl.c  E. 
declarant  had  dined.”  The  family  dinner  would  furely  be  put 

off,  till  they  had  leifure  to  eat  it  3  and  it  might  probably  be  even¬ 
ing  before  they  dined. 


SECT.  VI. 

0/  the  Children's  milk- women  and  Sholto's  nurfe. 

TV/TRS.  Hewit  tells  us,  that  lady  Jane  would  have  no  nurfe  pro-  Serv.  14. c. 

vided  for  her  delivery,  becaufe  die  laid  fhe  did  not  know  if 
Ihe  Ihould  bear  a  living  child.  Such  a  notion  as  this  might  have 
crept  into  lady  Jane’s  mind  in  a  melancholy  moment  at  Le  Brun’s  3 
but  the  reafon,  why  fome  women  will  not  have  a  nurfe  be- 
fpoke,  is  for  the  reafon  of  having  a  woman  with  frefli  milk,  which 
has  never  been  drawn  3  in  this  cafe  they  befpeak  only  a  woman 
to  attend  by  the  day,  and  give  the  child  fuck,  till  a  proper  nurle 
is  procured.  This  occalional  perfon  is  ufually,  it  feems,  called  a 
milk-woman  :  fometimes,  when  better  affiflance  fails,  fhe  remains 
with  the  child,  and  aflumes  the  denomination  of  nurfe.  Some¬ 
times  the  new  milk  comes  late,  a  week  or  more  after  the  birth, 
fo  that  the  office  of  the  former  woman  becomes  equivocal,  and  ffie 
may  be  indifferently  called  either  a  milk-womany  or  a  firfl  nurfe. 

This  obfervation  ffiould  be  attended  to,  becaufe  this  was  precifely 
the  cafe  of  the  firff  woman,  who  attended  Mr.  Douglas  after  his 
birth.  The  want  of  refled:ing,  that  the  fame  perfon  is  defigned 
by  two  different  appellations,  has  occafioned  much  confuhon  in  all 
the  reafoning  of  the  purfuers  memorialifl  about  the  nurfes  of  this 
child. 

When  the  children  were  born,  the  landlady  got  milk-women - 14.C. 

in  the  neighbourhood  3  immediately  after  the  birth,  diligent  fearch - 35.  b. 

was  made  for  proper  nurfes  3  by  which  Ifabel  Walker  underhood,  Min.  s.  f. 
as  every  candid  perfon  would  underhand,  fuch  as  were  willino-  to  Serv.  36.  A. 
accompany  the  children  to  Rheims  3  but  all  enquiry  was  in  vain. 

Lady  Jane  was  obliged  to  leave  Sholto  behind  her,  and  Archibald 
went  through  many  hands. 

The  youngeh  child  was  born  fo  weak,  that  it  was  thought  he  p.  p.  63. 
could  not  live.  Mr.  La  Marre  ondoyed  him  on  the  evening  of  ^erv.  12.  c. 
his  birth,  and  his  parents  gave  him  the  name  of  Sholto.  The 
next  day  it  was  thought  neceffary  to  remove  him  into  the  country 
for  freffier  air.  After  fpending  the  day  in  a  fruitlefs  enquiry  after  Serv.  12.  c. 
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fuch  a  nurfe,  as  would  go  to  Rheims,  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit- 
were  contented  to  leave  him  in  the  neighbourhood  of  Paris,  under 
the  care  of  the  nurfe  whom  Mr.  La  Marre  had  provided.  This 
woman  is  always  reprefented  as  an  excellent  nurfe.  The  child 
grew  much  ftronger  under  her  care,  and  continued  with  her  fix- 
teen 'months,  till  November  1749.  » 

Whether  dame  Garnier,  who  lives  in  the  Haute-borne,  was 
Sholto  s  nurfe,  is  a  point  which  has  been  already  examined.  The 
purfuers  contend,  that  this  child  was  not  in  the  poffeffion  of  fir 
John  Stewart  and  lady  Jane  till  November  1749.  This  is  perhaps 
the  boldefl:  and  rnofl;  extravagant  affertion,  which  was  ever  offered 
to  the  credulity  of  a  court  of  juflice.  Something  has  been  faid 
already  on  this  fubjedt,  and  more  will  offer  itfelf  in  the  courfe  of  . 

our  enquiry  into  the  family-concerns  during  the  fucceedin?  fixteen 
months.  ° 

An  objedlion  is  made  to  the  ondoyment  of  Sholto,  which  is 
Lid  to  be  incredible,  becaufe  it  is  not  found  in  the  parifh-regifler. 

ut  this  point  may  be  fettled  by  the  purfuers  own  witneffes  to 
their  pradtice.  They  depofe,  that  the  ondoyment  is  never  certi¬ 
fied,  except  when  the  child  happens  to  die  before  baptifm  :  and 
that  though  it  is ,  the  duty  of  midwives  to  carry  the  child  to  the 
church  to  be  baptized,  in  cafe  it  lives  3  yet  this  duty  is  often  neg- 
ledted  in  indulgence  to  proteflant  parents.  '  ° 


SECT.  VII. 

0/  Archibald's  mirfe,  recommended  by  Mad.  Le  Bran. 

T'  very  flrong.  He  remained  longer  than 

Sholto  m  the  hands  of  the  firft  milk-woman,  in  hopes  that 
a  nurfe  might  be  got,  who  was  willing  to  leave  Paris ;  till  at  lafl 
fir  John,  being  tired  with  this  fruitlefs  fearch,  put  him  under  the 
care  of  a  nurfe  recommended  by  Mad.  Le  Brun,  who  took  him 
home  to  her  houle  the  day  before  the  family  left  Le  Brun’s  and 
with  whom  he  continued  only  two  nights. 

A  fpeaker  in  Alrnon  s  book,  page  193  %  feems  at  a  lofs  to 
know,  why  the  child  was  fent  away ;  but  furely  this  refpedlable- 
perfon  might  have  found  the  precife  motive  for  this  condudl  in 
Mrs.  Hewit’s  firfl  letter  to  the  maids,  July  the  22d.  She  there 
gives  the  following  account  of  both  children  :  They  are  two 
lovly  creters,  but  the  yongft  very  fmall  and  weakly,  fo  that  the 

CaJ  Lord  Alemoor. 
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“  dodlor  beght  he  might  be  fent  to  the  country  as  foim  as 

pofiible.  Your  Mr.  and  I  had  to  go  not  a  litell  way  befor  we 
“  got  a  right  nurfe  that  we  ould  pert  with  him  to  j  at  lad:  we  got 
“  on  of  the  dined:  bed:  women  iver  you  fa,  a  farmers  wife,  fo  I 
“  hop,  he  diall  do  very  well ;  he  agreeing  fo  well,  we  was  find 

to  fend  the  other,  who  is  a  very  ftordy  peace.” 

It  is  plain  by  this  letter,  that  the  fuccefs  they  had  met  with  in 
finding  a  good  nurfe  for  Sholto,  determined  them  to  fend  the  elded: 
out  to  nurfe  too.  At  this  very  moment  they  gave  up  their  en¬ 
quiry  after  a  woman,  who  was  willing  to  go  with  them  to  Rheims, 
and  intended  to  fubmit  to  neceffity,  and  leave  both  the  children 
at  nurfe  at  Paris. 

This  appears  farther  from  the  warmth,  which  the  family  ex- 
preded,  when  they  found  themfelves  deceived  in  the  charader  of 
this  woman  :  “  Your  Mr.  and  Mrs.  (fays  Mrs.  Hewit)  is  refolved  Serv.  34.E. 
“  he  (the  child)  fhal  never  go  out  of  their  fight.”  A  hafty  refo- 
lution,  which  they  were  obliged  to  break  in  lefs  than  a  week  after 
it  was  made. 

This  letter  ferves  alfo  to  determine  the  time,  at  which  the 
elded;  child  was  trufted  to  the  care  of  this  nurfe  3  it  was  not  till 
Sholto  had  been  fometime  at  nurfe,  and  the  family  grew  to  have 
dome  confidence  in  French  nurfes  by  the  behaviour  of  that  woman. 

Sholto  was  fent  out  on  the  i  ith  of  July,  and  if  we  allow  five  or  fix 
days  for  their  obfervations  on  this  nurfe,  we  fhall  find,  that  Archi¬ 
bald’s  nurfe  was  hired  about  the  i6th  or  lyth;  and  that  after  Ray¬ 
ing  two  or  three  days  at  Le  Brun’s,  Ihe  had  credit  enough  to  be 
permitted  to  take  the  child  to  her  own  houfe ;  he  ftaid  there 
only  two  days  :  and,  as  we  fhall  fee  prefently,  that  he  was 
taken  away  on  the  2id:,  it  follows  that  he  was  fent  out  on  the 
1 9th  of  July.- 

Hence  we  can  very  eafily  explain  that  dight  variation  in  the 
language  of  the  family,  which  has  occafioned  fo  much  embarrafT- 
ment  on  the  fubjedt  of  thefe  nurfes,  and  fo  much  unjuflifiable 
abufe  on  Mrs.  Hewit. 

In  the  letters  written  to  different  people,  the  family  frequently, 
and  very  naturally,  are  led  to  fpeak  of  the  difficulties  and  diflreffes 
they  encountered  at  this  time  :  amongfl  thefe  the  difficulty  of  get¬ 
ting  nurfes  for  the  child  was  none  of  the  lead:.  In  fpeaking  of 
this  fubjedl  it  was  natural  to  mention  the  whole  number  of  wo¬ 
men,  through  whofe  hands  the  child  had  paffed ;  nor  was  there 
the  lead;  neceffity  of  diftinguifhing  the  milk-women,  with  whom 
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he  fbaid  five  or  fix  days,  from  a  nurfe,  with  whom  he  flaid  a 
Serv.  36.  A.  fhorter  time.  From  hence  it  happens,  that  the  whole  number 
Serv.3i.D.  Archibald’s  nurfes  are  ufually  reckoned  five,  as  in  Mrs.  Hewit’s 
P.P.540.  G.  letter  of  Augufttheyth  1749,  to  which  we  may  add  fir  John  Stew¬ 
art’s  letter  of  Auguft  the  6th  1748,  who  counts  three  changes  and 
D.  P.889. D.  four  nurfes  on  that  day.  Lady  Jane  in  her  letter  of  February 
14th  1749  reckons  only  four.  Whether  this  is  to  be  called  more 
Serv.  14.  c.  accurate,  or  lefs  accurate,  is  a  mere  trifle,  with  refped:  to  Mrs. 

Hewit,  when  Ihe  had  previoufly  depofed,  that  the  child  was  at 
the  firfl:  put  into  the  hands  of  a  milk-woman.  She  mufl:  natu- 
P.P.  255.  B.  rally  call  the  woman  recommended  by  Mad.  Le  Brun,  who  took 
the  child  home  to  her  houfe  at  the  time  they  left  Le  Brun’s,  Ar¬ 
chibald’s  firfl  nurfe  ;  and  of  confequence  reckon  only  three  more 
nurfes,  and  five  women  in  all,  as  fhe  had  done  in  her  letter. 
This  being  premifed,  we  fhall  find  all  the  accounts  given  by  fir 
John  and  Mrs,  Hewit  relative  to  the  number,  character,  and 
condudl  of  thefe  women  perfectly  agree,  whether  we  fetch  our 
information  from  the  letters  written  in  1748,  or  from  their  depo- 
fitions  in  1763. 

SECT.  VlII. 

Of  the  motive  for  leaving  Le  Bruns. 

T  E  AVING  the  children  to  the  care  of  their  refpe6live  nurfes, 
'  we  mufl  now  return,  and  attend  on  the  poor  lady  in  bed. 
Serv.  12.  D.  Mrs.  Hewit  depofes,  that  lady  Jane  could  get  no  fleep  for  three 
Bed.  2.  H.  nights  on  account  of  the  bugs  3  fo  that  they  were  obliged  to 
D.  P.  367. c.  of  removing  her.  Sir  John  fays,  that  they  left  Mad.  Le 

Brun’s  on  account  of  its  being  peflered  with  bugs  3  and  Ifabel 
Walker  remembers,  that  Mrs.  Hewit,  when  flie  acquainted  her 
P.  P.112.  D.  with  the  change  of  lodgings,  gave  the  fame  reafon  for  it  :  the 
Michels  remember,  that  when  the  gentleman  came  to  hire  their 
P.P.96.1.  lodgings,  he  made  particular  enquiry  about  bugs;  and  Mr.  Gode- 
froi  has  a  mind  to  remember  thefe  bugs  too.  What  that  gen¬ 
tleman  fays  is  of  no  very  great  confequence ;  and  when  he  de¬ 
pofes,  that  this  company,  who  were  particularly  recommended  to 
him  by  Mr.  Maillefer,  flaid  five  days  and  an  half  in  his  houfe 
while  a  lodging  was  cleared  of  bugs,  and  he  never  alked  them 
where  they  were  a-going,  nor  offered  to  aflifl  them  in  procuring 
a  more  comfortable  apartment,  he  is  altogether  incredible.  How- 
D.P.  367.  D.  ever,  as  Ifabel  Walker  fays  ladyjane  was  very  much  afraid  of  bugs, 
and  miferably  tormented  by  them,  it  is  poffible  they  may  have 
flaid  a  day  longer  at  Godefroi’s  than  they  intended,  while  the  rooms 

they 
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they  had  taken  were  wafhed  and  cleanfed  ;  and  this  may  be  a  rea- 
fon,  why  their  refidence  at  Godefroi’s  was  drawn  on  for  three  days 
without  any  account  being  opened  for  them. 

The  purfuers  memorialifl  is  difpofed  to  confider  the  date  at 
Michel’s  of  the  8th  of  July  as  a  miftake  for  the  1 8th  :  it  may  be 
fo  ;  and  the  girl,  who  intended  to  have  wrote  i8th  and  made  8th, 
may  have  been  guilty  of  another  miftake  in  her  intention,  and 
defigned  to  have  wrote  18th,  when  Ihe  fhould  have  wrote  19th 
or  20th.  Michel’s  book  is  abfolutely  of  no  authority.  It  is  pro-^ 
bable  indeed,  that  the  lodgings  at  Michel’s  were  approved,  if  not 
taken,  the  day  before  they  were  occupied  :  becaufe  lady  Jane  was  Dec.  9.  e. 
eager  to  get  from  Le  Brun’s  j  and  becaufe  the  witnelTes,  when 
they  mention  that  Archibald  was  fent  to  the  nurfe’s  houfe,  feem  P.P.  1Z5.1.JC. 
to  fay  they  were  then  leaving  Le  Brun’s.  Mad.  Blainville  agrees 
in  this  inftance  with  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit,  and  fays,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  looked  at  the  lodgings  a  day  or  two  before  the  company 
came  to  them. 

They  left  Le  Brun’s  on  the  20th  of  July,  and  went  to  Michel’s. 

This  appears  from  ^  letters  written  at  the  time  ^  from  fir  John’s  «  Serv.  34.  e. 
declaration  and  from  Mrs.  Hewit’s  depofition  on  the  fervice, 
confirmed  hy  Ifabel  Walker-*;  and  from  the  entry  in  lady  ■=  Jane’s  c  serv.’f;";. 
pocket-book  by  fir  John,  and  the  note  ^  in  fir  John’s  writing  pro-  -'D.P.  367.E*. 
duced  by  Mr.  Charles  Brown.  The  witnefies  at  Michel’s  are  fo  f 
embarrafifed  with  the  falfe  entry  in  their  book,  that  much  infor- 
mation  cannot  be  expected  from  them :  yet  the  Michel  family 
confirm  the  teftimonies  of  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit,  that  they 
did  come  to  this  houfe  on  the  20th  too ;  but  more  of  this  in  its 
proper  place, 

SECT.  IX. 

Of  Mrs,  Hewit' s  letter  to  Mr,  Harper, 

'"pHIS  fad:  being  fo  well  afcertained  by  all  the  evidence,  which 
^  the  cafe  can  poflibly  admit,  it  is  a  wonder  there  fhould  re¬ 
main  any  difpute  about  it ;  yet  one  fingle  circumflance  in  the 
condudt  of  Mrs.  Hewit  has  ferved  to  kindle  a  frefh  flame.  It  is 
her  letter  to  Mr.  Harper,  dated  January  the  nth  1763,  which 
the  purfuers  have  thought  proper  to  print,  though  it  was  delivered 
to  Mr.  Harper  the  defender’s  witnefs,  and  ought  to  remain  an¬ 
nexed  to  his  depofition.  In  this  letter  fhe  writes  as  follows  : 

Sir  as  I  find  myfelf  very  weak  and  am  told  am  letly  to  day  p.p.iS3.r^ 
‘‘  I  was  fond  to  fee  you  to  eas  my  minde,  for  I  find  in  reeding 
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**  over  ]V[r  Dougls^fcs  Serves  tlia.t  I  was  in  a  miftake  in  declenng 
“  that  it  was  the  tenth  day  after  lady  Jane  was  delivered  that  we 
“  left  the  hous  of  Madem  La  broun  for  it  was  the  6th  day  after, 

and  this  I  declare  to  you  fir  was  I  to  flap  into  etarnity  this 
“  moment.” 

This  may  be  accounted  for  (as  one  learnedly  fays,  of  lady  Jane  s 
affedion  for  her  children)  either  naturally  or  artificially. 

As  an  artificial  way  of  accounting  for  it,  we  may  refer  to 
the  purfuers  memorial  part  2d.  page  200.  We  are  there  informed, 
“  that  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  had  gone  over  to  Paris  in  Auguffc  1762, 
“  and  after  fome  ftay  there,  had  difeovered  the  houfe  of  Michel, 
“  which  difeovery  had  probably  reached  Mrs.  Hewit’s  ears,  be- 
“  fore  her  letter  to  Mr.  Harper.  To  obviate  the  danger^  of  her 

“  depofition  being  contradicted  by  the  evidence,  which  might  be 

‘‘  difeovered  at  Michel’s,  fhe  feems  to  have  fallen  upon  this  de- 
“  vice  of  making  a  folemn  declaration  (as  if  ftepping  into  eter- 
‘‘  nity)  that  fhe  had  been  under  a  miftake.” 

The  learned  memorialift  has  forgotten,  that  all  the  accounts  fent 
into  Scotland  in  the  year  1762  were  falfe  :  and  that  if  Mrs.  Hewit 
ever  heard  of  them  at  that  time,  flie  would  have  known  as  much 
of  them  then,  as  all  the  world  knows  of  them  now ;  and  fhe 
mufl;  have  been  the  flrangeft  woman  in  the  worlcl,  if  fhe  thought 
to  get  rid  of  the  difgrace  of  having  depofed  one  falfhood  by  wil¬ 
fully  accommodating  her  depofition  to  another. 

What  the  learned  gentleman  fays,  “  That  in  the  fubfequent 
“  part  of  this  memorial  it  will  be  Ihewn,  that  the  real  time  of 
“  lady  Jane’s  coming  to  Michel’s  was  earlier  than  the  20th,  is 
plainly  calculated  to  make  the  reader  believe,  that  the  purfuers 
afferted  the  fame  thing  in  1767  which  was  written  into  Scotland 
in  1762. 

The  plain  truth  is,  that  the  letters  written  into  Scotland  aflert- 
'  ed,  that  lady  Jane  came  to  Michel’s  on  the  8th  of  July,  without 
any  proof.  The  purfuers  now  aflert,  that  flie  came  on  the  iSth. 
Mrs.  Hewit’s  letter  fettled  the  entry  on  the  i6th,  which  neither 
agrees  with  the  firfl  account,  nor  the  fecond  •,  nor  are  any  of 
thefe  three  reckonings  fupported  by  a  fingle  witnefs  in  the  whole 
procefs. 

The  natural  method  of  accounting  for  Mrs.  Hewit’s  perplexity 
may  be  drawn  from  Mr.  Harper’s  depofition.  No  one,  except 

the  writer,  is  fo  good  an  interpreter  of  a  private  letter,  as  the  per- 

fon 
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fon  to  whom  it  is  addreffed,  efpecially  if  that  perfon  is  a  man  of 
fenfe  and  integrity,  like  Mr.  Harper. 

Mr.  Harper,  after  taking  notice  of  a  converfation  betwixt  him 
and  Mrs.  Hewit  in  1763,  which  will  be  mentioned  in  its  place,  D.p.  45i,r 
depofes,  “  that  afterwards  the  deponent  received  a  letter  from  Mrs. 

Hewit  upon  the  15th  March  1763,  and  it  is  now  exhibited ; 

“  which  letter  Mrs.  Hewit  delivered  to  the  deponent  when  he 
“  was  viliting  her,  and  told  him  that  fhe  had  written  it  fome 

days  before,  and  kept  it  to  deliver  to  him  the  firft  time  he 
“  came  to  vifit  her ;  and  that  fhe  added,  that  Mr.  Wood  the 
“  furgeon,  who  attended  her,  had  told  her,  that  Ihe  was  in  a 
“  dangerous  way  at  that  time;  and  that  fhe  had  therefore  wrote 
“  that  letter  with  a  defign  to  give  it  the  deponent:”  and  adds, 

“  that  he  doth  verily  believe  Mrs.  Hewit  to  be  a  woman  of  truft 
“  and  veracity,  and  a  fincere  confcientious  woman,  fo  far  as  he* 

“  could  obferve.”  If  this  be  her  character,  or  indeed  if  fuch  be 
the  circumftances  of  the  cafe,  let  her  character  be  what  it  v/ill, 
what  can  we  think  of  this  condudl,  but  that  it  is  the  mere  dotage 
of  an  honefl  heart  and  weak  underftanding,  perplexed  with  un¬ 
certainty,  and  labouring  to  afcertain  the  truth  with  a  precifion  be¬ 
yond  the  power  of  human  memory  ?  Had  Mrs.  Hewit  been  ca¬ 
pable  of  reading  her  depofition  on  the  fervice  with  proper  attention, 
ihe  might  have  found  feveral  inaccuracies  in  dates  ;  but  this  is  not 
one  of  them.  What  fhe  faid  at  the  fervice  on  this  point  is  con¬ 
firmed  by  her  own  letters  written  in  1748,  and  by  every  witnefs 
in  the  procefs.  Her  condudl  in  this  inftance,  when  fhe  could 
have  no  temporal  interefl  in  view,  does  honour  to  her  integrity, 
and  ferves  at  the  fame  time  as  a  juft  apology  for  any  involuntary 
miftakes,  which  may  have  crept  into  her  fubfequent  depofitions  ; 
though  they  are  indeed  much  fewer  and  lefs  coniiderable  than 
might  reafonably  have  been  expedted,  and  fcarce  fland  in  need  of 
an  excufe. 


Concliijion  to  the  account  of  the  delivery. 

It  is  time  now  to  take  leave  of  Mad.  Le  Brun  with  one  or  two 
general  refledlions. 

1  ft.  This  pofitive  account  of  the  delivery  is  confirmed  beyond 
a  poffibility  of  doubt  by  the  pofitive  evidence  to  the  pregnancy 
in  all  its  fymptoms;  it  is  oppofed  by  nothing  but  the  perjuries  of 
Duruififeau  and  Godefroi. 


The  grand  objedtion  againft  fir  John,  lady  Jane,  and  Mrs.- 
Hewit  is,  the  not  finding  Mad.  Le  Brun’s  houfe ;  and  a  learned 

fpeaker 
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Ipeaker  is  reprefen  ted  in  Almon’s  book,  page  192  (a)  as  faying, 

“  I  obferve  that  wherever  there  was  a  real  place,  thither  they 
‘‘  have  been  efFed:ually  traced  ;  but. to  Le  Brun’s  houfe  they  have 
not  been  traced,  becaufe  there  is  no  fuch  perfon.”  To  this  it 
is  fufficient  to  alledge  the  authority  of  this  learned  perfon  himfelf, 
who  in  page  196  exprelTes  himfelf  thus  :  On  the  i8th  of  July 

‘‘  they  go  to  Michel’s,  (this  he  did  not  learn  from  the  proof) 
but  from  the  14th  to  the  i8th  where  were  they  ?  they  have  not 
“  been  traced,  nor  feen,  nor  heard  of.”  The  plain  deduction 
from  all  this  is,  that  the  place  where  they  were  from  the  14th  to 
the  1 8th  is  no  real  place.  In  fa^l,  the  moment  they  went  into 
private  lodgings,  which  were  not  regiftered  in  the  books  of  police, 
all  means  of  difeovery  ceafed  at  once  j  and  it  was  juft  as  impoflible 
for  the  defender  to  find  one  houfe,  as  for  the  purfuers  to  find  the 
other. 

2dly.  If  fir  John  had  forefeen  the  ftorm  that  was  to  arife,  no 
doubt  he  might  have  afeertained  the  evidence  of  the  birth  in  the 
moft  undoubted  manner.  But  he,  like  many  another  perfon  in 
his  fituation,  confined  his  whole  attention  to  the  means  of  the  pre- 
fent  fubfiftence  of  himfelf,  and  of  lady  Jane’s  recovery  :  and  as 
far  as  parole  evidence  can  reach,  the  proof  is  in  all  neceffary 
points  regular  and  confident.  It  is  not  to  be  wondered,  that  a 
perfon  of  feventeen  years  of  age  can  produce  no  more  than  one  ^ 
witnefs  to  his  birth,  independant  of  the  declarations  of  the  pa¬ 
rents  :  and  in  the  prefent  cafe  Mrs.  Hewit  is  certainly  as  little 
conneded  by  intereft  to  the  family  of  lady  Jane,  as  almoft  any  at¬ 
tendant  on  a  lying-in  woman  can  be  fuppofed  to  be. 

3dly.  A  little  attention  to  the  real  charadlers  of  thefe  three 
perfons  will  fufficiently  explain  thofe  difficulties,  which  the  pur¬ 
fuers  profefs  to  find  in  their  conduct. 

Mrs.  Hewit  was  the  third  perfon  in  the  family,  and  neither 
by  her  place  in  the  houfe,  nor  by  education,  could  be  expected  to 
attend  to  the  providing  a  legal  proof  of  the  delivery.  Her  place 
was  about  the  perfon  of  lady  Jane  and  the  children,  and  in  what 
relates  to  the  care  of  their  health,  and  other  little  concerns.  She 
did  her  duty,  and  remembers  what  ftie  did  with  extraordinary  ex- 
adnefs  and  confiftency.  She  had  a  will  of  her  own  ,  and  was 
never  the  confidant  of  fir  John  Stewart. 

Sir  John  was  a  man  thoughtlefs  and  inconfiderate,  and  proba¬ 
bly  as  much  furprifed  to  find  his  wife  with  child,  as  any  of  thefe 


(a)  Lord  Alemoor. 
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wife  perfons  who  have  fince  reafoned  on  the  cafe.  He  was  not 
without  a  great  degree  of  refpedt  for  lady  Jane;  and  he  felt  the 
tendernefs  of  a  father  :  but  upon  the  whole  he  rather  confidered 
the  children  as  a  burden  on  his  little  income,  than  any  advantage 
to  it.  He  was  as  incapable  of  executing  a  fraud,  as  he  could  be 
of  defigning  it. 

Lady  Jane’s  character  is  very  eafily  traced.  She  was  nohle,  ge¬ 
nerous,  chafte,  religious,  and  humane.  She  had  high  notions  of 
her  birth ;  aPxd  the  narrownefs  of  her  fortune  was  a  perpetual  re- 
flraint  Upon  her  natural  difpolition.  On  every  tranlient  occafion, 
when  her  finances  were  low,  Ihe  chofe  to  difavow  her  rank,  and 
fometimes  to  aflume  a  feigned  name,  rather  than  to  difgrace  her 
birth  by  fuch  an  humble  appearance  as  that,  to  which  the  emp- 
tinefs  of  her  purfe  had  obliged  her  to  fubmit.  In  thefe  cafes  £he 
fupported  herfelf  with  the  fpirit  of  her  family,  and  underwent 
great  hardfhips  with  intrepidity  and  chearfulnefs.  Happily  for^ 
Mr.  Douglas,  fhe  had  in  this  inftance  no  occafion  to  change  her 
name.  She  could  afford  all  neceffary  expences,  as  the  wife  of  a 
reformed  colonel,  who  travelled  without  a  fervant.  Mr.  Stewart 
every  where  paffed  by  his  own  name  ;  and  all  that  the  purfuers 
have  induftrioufly  publifhed  to  the  contrary,  is  now  known  and 
admitted  to  be  falfe.  But  in  thefe  circumftances,  out  of  the 
fight  of  thofe  perfons  who  had  known  her,  or  might  hereafter 
know  her  as  lady  Jane  Douglas,  fhe  had  full  room  to  guard  the 
incognito,  and  fpare  her  fortune.  Patient  in  adverfity,  fhe  could 
fubmit  to  live  with  Mad.  Le  Brun  or  Mad.  Michel,  though  fhe  was 
afhamed  to  be  feen  at  Mad.  Gilleffen’s  :  intrepid  in  danger,  fhe 
was  never  afraid  of  an  unlicenfed  accoucheur,  though  flie  did  not 
like  the  people  of  Rheims  fhould  know  it.  In  thefe  little  circum- 
flances,  there  might  be  a  wifh  to  conceal ;  but  this  wifh  was 
founded  on  a  principle  very  different  from  a  defign  to  impofe 
children  on  the  world,  which  were  not  hers ;  on  a  principle 
which  was  known  to  have  influenced  her  condudt  in  other  in- 
flances,  and  therefore  ought  in  good  logic  'to  be  applied  to  this ; 
on  a  principle,  which  never  carried  her  from  the  paths  of  ho- 
nefly  and  virtue,  and  therefore  could  never  feduce  her  to  the 
commiffion  of  the  crime,  with  which  her  memory  is  injurioufly 
defamed. 
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s  E  err.  I. 

Of  Lady  fanes  arrival  at  MtckcFs  july  the  19th* 

TH  E  purfuers  have  acknowledged  an  intermediate  refidence, 
between  the  time  fir  John  went  from  Godefroi’s,  and  the 
time  he  came  to  Michel’s :  and  as  they  have  fet  up  a  falfe  evi¬ 
dence  to  prove  his  departure  from  the  hotel  de  Chalons  on  the 
.  14th,  they  are  now  pleafed  to  aflert,  that  he  came  to  the  hotel 
d’ Anjou  on  the  i8th  of  July,  without  any  evidence  at  all.  We 
have  heard  the  teftimony  of  the  family,  that  they  left  Le  Brun’s 
on  the  2oth  of  July:  we  will  now  enquire  of  the  Michels  what 
day  they  came  to  their  new  lodgings. 

This  may  perhaps  pafs  for  a  fruitlefs  enquiry.  The  Michels- 
are  doubtlefs  much  embarrafled  v/ith  the  falfe  entry  in  their 
book ;  yet  there  is  no  point  of  time  fettled  by  the  intervention 
of  parole  evidence  in  this  procefs  more  certainly,  than  that  lady 
Jane  came  to  Michel’s  on  the  20th  of  July,  or  later. 

When  lady  Jane  came  to  Michel’s,  there  lodged  in  the  houfe  a 
widow,  to  whom  fir  John  owns  himfelf  obliged.  Her  name  is 
Blainville.  She  quitted  the  houfe  fome  days  before  fir  John 
B. P.304. c.  Stewart  to  enter  into  the  fervice  of  Mad.  Goury..  This  lady 
kept  a  houlhold  regifter,  from  whence  fibe  has  certified,  that 
Blainville  came  into  her  fervice  on  the  29th  of  July  1748.  It  is^ 
from  hence,  as  from  a  written  teftimony  admitted  by  both  par¬ 
ties,  that  we  muft  fix  our  computations. 

Another  unexceptionable  evidence,  by  which  we  may  regulate 
the  dates,  is  Mrs.  Hewit’s  letter  of  the  26th  of  July.  The  child 
Archibald  was  certainly  under  the  diredlion  of  the  family  on  that 
day;  and  no  reafon  can  be  conceived,  why  Mrs.  Hewit  fhould 
fay  any  thing  about  him,  which  was  not  true.  It  appears  by- 
that  letter,  that  the  child  was  ftill  at  Michel’s.  She  fays,  ‘‘  I 
**  have  hopes  the  youngefl  will  do  well :  but  the  flordy  vilen  withi 
hos  is  ta’n  all  from  him.”  We  may  therefore  date  the  re¬ 
moval  of  the  child  to  nurfe  Favre’s,  on  the  26th  of  July  at  fooneft,.. 
with  tolerable  certainty. 
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Thefe  two  seras  are  of  no  farther  ufe  in  this  procefs,  than  to 
enable  us  to  fettle  the  dates  of  fome  difputed  tranfadlions.  Let 
us  begin  by  trying,  how  far  they  will  afcertain  the  time  of  the 
entry  at  Michel’s. 

The  child  was  brought  on  the  day  after  the  family  arrived.  He 
refted  one  night  -  (as  we  (hall  fee  prefently)  with  the  bad  nurfe, 
and  on  the  fecond  day  nurfe  Favre  was  fummoned,  who  (laid  with 
him  at  the  hotel  d’Anjou,  till  (lie  had  leave  to  carry  him  home 
on  the  26th  of  July. 

The  nurfe  fays,  (lie  lay  two  or  three  nights  at  the  hotel  d’Anjou  : 
if  this  account  were  exadl,  the  child  was  brought  to  Michel’s 
only  on  the  22d,  and  the  family  came  on  the  2i(l.  But  this 
number  we  know  is  too  (hort,  as  the  child  was  certainly  at  Mi¬ 
chel’s,  when  Mrs.  Hewit  wrote  her  firft  letter  to  the  maids  on 
the  2 1  ft.  Mr.  Michel  fays,  the  nurfe  may  have  (laid  four,  five, 
or  (ix  days.  We  have  therefore  five  numbers,  two,  three,  four, 
five,  and  (ix,  in  evidence ;  and  if  we  admit  the  middle  number  four, 
we  ftiall  be  led  to  the  truth,  and  find  that  the  child  was  brought 
on  the  21ft,  and  that  the  family  came  on  the  20th. 

If  we  count  backward  from  the  later  period  of  July  the 
29th,  when  Mad.  Blainville  removed  to  Mad.  Goury’s,  we  (hall 
find,  that  the  witnefTes  have  comprized  all  the  incidents  they  men¬ 
tion  within  the  interval  of  ten  days.  We  are  not  bound  to  be¬ 
lieve,  that  all  thefe  incidents  are  real,  for  the  principal  of  them, 
the  jaunt  to  Verfailles,  is  liable  to  great  fufpicion  :  but  we  can¬ 
not  but  fuppofe,  that  the  wdtnefTes  have  feverally  adjufted  what 
they  relate,  in  fuch  a  manner  as  to  make  their  ftory  confiftent. 

Mad.  Michel  reckons,  that  the  nurfe  was  in  the  houfe  five 
nights®;  that  immediately  after  the  child  v/as  removed,  perhaps 
the  fecond  day,  the  ftrangers  went  to  Verfailles  ;  and  that  Mad. 
Blainville  went  away  the  next  day.  If  we  count  thefe  numbers 
back  from  the  29th  of  July,  we  fhall  fix  the  bringing  of  the 
child  and  in  confequence  the  arrival  of  the  family  to  the 
days  we  have  already  mentioned. 

Mad.  Blainville  fuppofes,  that  the  child  was  carried  home  by 
nurfe  Favre  on  the  very  evening  of  his  arrival  at  Michel’s  :  that 
on  the  morrow  or  fecond  day  (he  went  to  vifit  him  :  that  two 
or  three  days  after  that  vifit  fir  John  Stewart  invited  her  to  be 
of  a  party  to  Verfailles :  that  on  the  next  or  fecond  day  after 
this  invitation,  they  went  to  Verfailles;  and  that  two  days 
after  that  party  fhe  went  to  Mad.  Goury’s.  Though  mod  of  the 

H  h  2  cir- 


Of  the  firjl  Notification  of  the  Delivery  Part  IV. 

circumftances  in  this  account  are  falfe,  and  all  of  them  fuf- 
pedfed,  we  fee,  that  the  time  this  witnefs  meant  to  embellifli  with 
her  romance  was  a  period  of  nine  days  at  mod: ;  and  that  as  the 
end  of  it  is  fixed  to  the  29th  of  July,  the  beginning  could  not 
be  earlier  than  the  20th. 


P.P.391.G. 


Thefe  computations,  made  at  fuch  a  diftance  of  time,  can  hardly 
be  confidered  as  fufficiently  accurate  to  determine  of  themfelves 
the  precife  day  of  the  entry  at  Michel’s  3  but  they  are  furely  fuffi- 
cient  to  vindicate  the  family  of  lady  Jane,  who  have  all  placed 
it  on  the  20th  of  July. 

The  article  in  lady  Jane’s  pocket-book  is  conceived  in  thefe 
words:  *  “  Commence  avecle  traiteur  Samedi  20  Juillet,”  from 
whence  we  may  conclude,  that  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit  fat  down 
to  fupper,  a  meal  of  which  the  purfuers  have  thought  proper  to 
deprive  them  for  two  fucceflive^  evenings,  in  oppofition  to  the 
evidence  of  Mr.  and  Mad.  Michel,  by  their  frivolous  pretence 
of  dating  the  entry  at  Michel’s  on  the  18th  of  July. 


SECT.  II. 


Of -the  fir  ft  notification  of  the  Delivery  in  Scotland, 

TO  avoid  interrupting  the  fubfequent  narrative  of  tranfadions 
at  Michel’s,  it  will  be  right  previoufly  to  mention  a  circum- 
ftance,  in  which  the  future  interefi:  of  the  family  was  very  nearly 
concerned.  It  is  the  manner  of  communicating  the  news  of  the 
delivery  to  the  duke  of  Douglas.  Sir  John  s  letter  to  lord  Craw- 
ford,  and  Mrs.  Hewit’s  letter  to  the  maids  bear  date  on  the  22d, 
and  were  written  on  the  21ft  ;  and  it  is  probable  thofe  for  Scotland 
were  difpatched  at  the  fame  time. 

Ladv  Jane  could  not  write — fir  John  dared  not ;  for  the  duke 
had  never  returned  any  anfwer  to  the  letter  which  acquainted  him 
with  the  marriage,  though  it  was  fent  under  lord  Crawford’s  co¬ 
ver  j  and  we  know  by  fir  John’s  letter  to  lord  Crawford  of  the 
10th  of  July,  that  there  was  fomebody,  who  imprefied  him  with 
fears  from  that  quarter,  for  which  there  were  no  grounds.  Lady 
Jane  had  a  mind,  that  no  body  fhould  write,  till  fhe  was  able  to 
do  it  herfelf.  But  it  is  well  known  by  many  witnefies,  that  fhe 
was  not  indulged  in  this  fentiment.  Either  fir  John  or  Mrs. 
Hewit  thought  more  reafqnably  in  this  inftance.  Mrs.  Hewit 


*  «  Begun  with  the  cook  on  Saturday  the  .20th  July, 
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took  up  the  pen,  and  wrote  the  firfl  letter  to  a  worthy  man,  the 
common  friend  of  all  the  family,  Mr.  Walter  Colvil. 

Unfortunately  for  the  defender  Mrs.  Hewit’s  letter  has  been 
deftroyed.  Mr  Colvil  depofes,  that  he  had  a  letter  from  Mrs. 
“  Hewit  from  Paris,  wherein  fhe  wrote,  that  lady  Jane  was  deli- 
vered  of  two  fons  upon  the  loth  of  July  1748,  fo  far  as  he 
can  recoiled:,  having  deftroyed  the  letter  two  or  three  years 
“  ago,  thinking  it  of  no  import  \  that  the  deponent  received  the 
laft-mcntioned  letter  about  a  fortnight  or  thereby  after  the  faid 
“  loth  of  Julyi  that  about  that  time  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart, 
“  then  doer  for  the  duke  of  Douglas,  fent  for  the  deponent, 
and  having  inquired  if  he  had  any  word  from  lady  Jane,  he 
“  Ihewed  the  faid  letter;  and  Mr.  Stuart  read  it,  and  took  a 
‘‘  note  of  what  was  contained  in  the  letter  concerning  the  birth 
of  the  children  ;  and  faid  he  would  fend  it,  or  fhew  it  to  the 
duke  of  Douglas.” 

Mr.  Colvil  was  examined  on  this  procefs  September  the  2d  1763, 
when  no  enquiry  was  made  about  this  letter;  but  on  the  25th  of 
June  1765  he  was  delired  to  fwear  to  the  fame  fadls,  on  which 
he  had  depofed  at  the  fervice.  He  then  confirms  his  former  ac¬ 
count,  and  fays,  that  the  letter  mentioned  in  his  former  de- 
‘‘  pofition  in  the  fervice,  informing  him  of  lady  Jane’s  delivery 
“  of  two  fons,  was  dated  from  Paris ;  and  adds,  that  he  has  fliewn 
or  read  the  faid  laft-mentioned  letter  to  feveral  perfons,  who 
at  that  time  inquired  for  lady  Jane.” 

Nothing  can  be  fairer  than  Mr.  Colvil’s  appeal  to  Mr.  Archi¬ 
bald  Stuart,  and  to  the  other  gentlemen,  to  whom  he  fhewed  this 
letter ;  and  yet  the  purfuers  affedt  not  to  believe  him,  and  refledt 
on  fir  John  Stewart  for  neglecting  to  communicate  the  news  of 
the  delivery,  fo  foon  as  might  have  been  expeCted.  Mr.  Archi¬ 
bald  Stuart  has  been  examined ;  and  he  did  not  keep  the  excerpt, 
nor  does  he  remember  either  the  date  or  the  place  of  Mrs.  Hew¬ 
it’s  letter  :  but  there  is  a  letter  from  him  to  fir  John  Stewart  in 
procefs,  dated  April  the  28th  1749,  which  fully  juftifies  Mr.  Col¬ 
vil  with  refpeCt  to  the  time,  at  which  he  dates  the  receipt  of  this 
letter.  After  congratulating  fir  John  on  the  increafe  of  the  fa¬ 
mily,  Mr.  Stuart  fays,  “  I  very  early  heard  of  it,  though  not 
“  from  yourfelf.”  Why  Ihould  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  or  any  per- 
Ibn  think  that-notice  very  late,  which  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart  once 
thought  very  early  ? 

The  perfonal  character  of  fir  John  ought  not  to  be  overlooked. 

He  was  always  in  debt,  and  habitually  difpofed  to  fpeak  little  of 

his 
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his  own  affairs,  even  ,  when  we  fhould  expert  he  would  be  mod: 
communicative.  He  was  eleven  days,  it  feems,  without  telling 
his  friends  the  news  of  lady  Jane’s  delivery  5  and  this  is  made  a 
mark  of  fufpicion.  But  fuch  behaviour  feems  natural  to  him.  The 
death  of  the  duke  of  Douglas  was  an  incident  greatly  interefting 

P.,P.992.  A.  to  him  and  his  family;  and  yet  he  was  fix  days  filent  before 
he  informed  his  own  fon  of  it ;  and  it  does  not  appear  that  he 
would  have  written  then,  if  the  duchefs  of  Douglas  had  not  di- 
redted  him  to  fend  for  Mr.  Stewart  to  the  funeral J  and  the  whole 
of  that  letter  is  as  though tlefs  and  inconfiderate,  as  any  that  he 
wrote  in  the  year  174S. 

Mr.  Jofeph  Douglas  of  Edrington,  a  very  antient  friend  of  the 

—  372-  E.  family,  depofes,  “  that  he  had  frequent  letters  from  lady  Jane 

“  when  fhe  was  abroad,  giving  him  an  account  of  her  motions; 

and  that  the  firfl  letter  he  had,  giving  him  account  of  lady 
‘‘  Jane’s  delivery,  was  dated  at  Paris,  and  wrote  by  Mrs.  Hewit 
“  at  the  defire  of  lady  Jane,  becaufe  lady  Jane  was  not  able  to 
“  write  herfelf ;  which  was  the  reafon  alfigned  in  the  letter.” 
It  is  probable,  Mrs.  Hewit  made  a  little  free  with  lady  Jane’s 
name  in  this  letter.  Lady  Jane’s  command  to  keep  the  birth  a 
fecret  till  die  could  write  to  the  duke  herfelf,  was  capricious  and 
unfeafonable  ;  and  Mrs.  Hewit  fliewed  her  fenfe  of  friendlhip  for 
lady  Jane  in  difobeying  it;  or  perhaps  the  order  was  given  too 
late,  after  this  and  the  former  letter  were  fent  off. 

—  62.D.  ^  Sir  John’s  letter  to  lord  Crawford,  which  notifies  the  delivery, 

is  alfo  upon  the  old  lubjedl  of  borrowing  money ;  but  as  this 
money  is  not  connedled  with  any  other  incidents  in  the  proof, 
it  is  neceffary  only  juft  to  mention  it. 

M^rs.  Hewit  s  letter  to  the  maids  was  certainly  written  this 
fame  day,  the  21ft  of  July,  but  after  Archibald  was  brought  to 
the  houfe.  It  will  be  mentioned  again  in  its  proper  place. 

SECT.  III. 

Of  Lady  Janes  perfon  on  July  the  20th. 

H  E  firft  thing  v/e  wifh  to  learn,  is  the  appearance  of  lady 
Jane  on  this  iith  day  after  her  delivery,  or  a  little  later. 

Oecl.  5.1.  Sir  John  has  faid,  that  lady  Jane  after  her  delivery  continued 
in  bed  all  the  time  fhe  was  at  Le  Brun’s,  and  fhould  have  con- 

“  tinued  a  great  deal  longer,  had  fhe  not  been  obliged  to  leave 
“  the  houfe.”  ^ 


Mrs. 


t 
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Mrs.  Hewithas  depofed,  that  by  reafon  of  the  heat  of  the  wea-  p.p.  253.1. 
ther  lady  Jane  was  not  much  in  bed  at  Michel’s  3  which  agrees  s.rv.  34.  i. 
with  what  fhe  wrote  to  the  maids. 

Let  us  next  fee,  what  the  people  at  Michel’s  fay  to  this. — 

When  enquiry  was  made  about  this  affair  in  1756,  and  a  learned 
Ipeaker  in  Anderfon  s  book  ^ cij  is  faid  to  have  told  us  page  2"^, 

“  it  was  too  early  to  miftake  in  1756,”  Mad.  Michel  told  Mr. 

Tait,  that  Mad.  Stewart  kept  her  bed  on  account  of  her  beino- P.  P.4,  f. 
lately  brought  to-bed,  flie  believes  fomewhere  nigh  Verfailles.  ^ 

There  is  a  curious  remark  on  this  paiTagc  in  the  purfuers  me-  Mem.pt.  2. 
morial,  which  deferves  our  notice.  It  is  faid.  If  the  defender  P- 
means  to  avail  himfelf  of  the  firft  part  of  the  paffage  of  principal 
Gordon’s  letter  about  lady  Jane’s  keeping  her  bed,  he  cannot 
repudiate  the  lafl  part  of  it  about  her  delivery  having  happened 
near  Verfailles  :  as  if  a  perfon,  who  is  ready  to  give  credit  to  this 
witnefs  as  far  as  fhe  fpeaks  from  her  own  knowledge,  mufl;  of 
neceffity  receive  all  flie  believes.  It  is  to  be  hoped,  this  learned 
Proteftant  has  not  been  converted  to  the  belief  of  tranfubflantia- 
tion  by  this  mafterly  dedu(5tion  of  profound  Jogick. 

It  appears  further  by  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart’s  journal,  that  Mad. 

Michel  told  him  in  JuneT763,  *‘^I1  eft  bien  fur,  que  cettedame,  P.P.  hh.b: 
‘‘  quand  elle  eft  entree  ici,  avoit  le  vifage  tire,  et  fair  d’une 
“  perfonne  fraichement  ou  recemment  accouchee.” 

Mr.  Stuart  expreffes  his  furprize'  to  find  her  difeourfe  a  good 
deal  altered,  fince  the  laft  time  he  had  feen  her,  and  fays,  “  the 
“  other  party  had  been  tampering  with  the  witneffes,  and  taken 
‘‘  this  unjuft  advantage  of  inlHlling  prejudices  into  their  minds.” 

It  may  not  be  improper  to  obferve,  how  far  this  charge  is  jufi:, 
taking  the  fadfs  as  they  appear  in  this  very  paffage  of  the  journal. 

Mad.  Michel  told  Mr.  Stuart,  that  one  captain  Levingflon  had  — 1009 1.; 
told  her  certain  fadts  with  the  air  of  a  man  impartial  ;  that  a  ioio.  e. 
femme  de  chambre,  who  accompanied  lady  Stewart,  had  interro¬ 
gated  her  on  the  fails  without  faying  any  thing  improper  3  and  that 
fhe  had  told  lady  Stewart,  that  we  (i.  e.  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart,  &c.) 
had  made  our  refearches  with  the  utmofl  equity  and  delicacy.  So 
far  both  parties  are  acquitted  in  the  judgment  of  Mad.  Michel. 

Let  us  now  obferve,  what  Mr.  Levingflon  told  her.  He  fiiid,  —1009.0* 
that  lady  Jane  acknowledged  the  child  upon  her  death-bed — that 

(a)  Lord  Prefident. 


•  “  It  is  very  certain,  that  this  lady  when  flie  came  to  this  houfe  had  a  very 
“-  the  appearance  of  a  perfon  frefhly  or  recently  brought  to  bed.” 


thin  face,  and 

both 
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botli  flitlicr  snd  mother  owned,  him-^-ths-t  the  l&dy  her  comps.^ 
nion  had  been  prefent  at  the  delivery — and  that  he  was  in  poflel- 
fion  of  his  eftate,  and  had  got  a  fentence  in  his  favour  by  the 
courts  in  Britain.  She  faid,  ihe  had  learned  likewife,  that  there 
was  foine  abbe  who  had  been  prefent  at  the  delivery.  This  laft 
fad:,  which  is  falfe,  is  carefully  diftinguifhed  from  the  reft,  as 
told  her  upon  lefs  authority. 

In  this  account,  exclufive  of  the  laft  article,  what  do  we  read 
which  deferves  the  name  of  common-place  arguments,  tampering 
with  witneffes,  or  inftilling  prejudices?  Every  thing,  which 
captain  Levingfton  told  Mad.  Michel  was  true,  has  always  been 
allowed  to  be  true,  even  by  the  purfuers  themfelves ;  and  ^  was 
ftriaiy  compatible  with  what  Mad.  Michel  had  to  depofe  on  either 
fide  :  and  Mr.  Levingfton  had  the  beft  authority  for  what  he 
faid,  the  depofitions  of  the  witneffes  in  the  fervice,  which  were 
publifhed. 

Can  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  fay,  he  had  fo  good  grounds,  for  what 
he  himfelf  told  Mad.  Michel  in  this  converfation  ?  He  took  occa- 
fion  to  acquaint  Michel  and  his  wife,  that  they  muft  not  truft  the 
reports  of  the  other  party,  nor  indeed  the  reports  of  either  fide, 
uritil  they  fee  the  fads  well  eftablhhed,  which  they  will  have 
accefs  to  do  in  a  little  time,  by  which  the  impojitioji  will  appear. — Why 
did  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  tell  them  this  ?  Had  captain  Levingfton 
impofed  on  them  ?  Had  he  told  them  more  than  was  already  prov¬ 
ed  ?— He  goes  on,  “  We  told  them  this  circumftance  too,  that 

we  have  difeovered  the  father  and  mother  of  one  of  the  chil- 
‘‘  dren.”  Surely  in  this  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  went  many  lengths 
beyond  captain  Levingfton  j  he  told  the  Michels  a  circumftance, 
which  was  not  yet  brought  into  proof ;  which,  as  foon  as  it  came 
into  proof,  was  known  to  be  falfe  :  he  told  them  a  circumftance, 
which  was  not  calculated  to  prejudice  the  witneffes,  but  to  deter 
and  frighten  them  from  depofing  as  they  feemed  to  intend,  by  affert- 
ing,  that  he  had  a  corps  of  witneffes  in  referve,  who  would 
prove,  that  what  they  intended  to  fay,  was  falfe. 

The  writer  of  thefe  papers  does  not  wifti  to  pufti  this  argument 
as  far  as  it  will  go.  It  is  certain  Mad.  Michel  could  not  tell  ano¬ 
ther  the  particulars  of  the  fervice,  till  ffe  had  herfelf  been  in¬ 
formed  of  them.  But  further  than  this  it  does  not  appear,  that 
Ihe  has  ever  wilfully  changed  her  language  upon  any  applica¬ 
tion  of  the  friends  of  Mr.  Douglas.  For  probable  proof  of  this 
we  need  look  back  only  on  one  fad:  j  that  thelivre  d’infpedeur 
was  taken  out  of  her  hands,  before  the  defender’s  agents  arrived 

in 
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in  France  :  for  pofitive  proof  we  refer  to  principal  Gordon’s  letter, 
and  to  her  fubfcquent  depolition. 

To  proceed.  Mad.  Michel,  when  further  called  upon  as  a  wit- 
nefs  in  this  procefs,  has  depofed,  that  lady  Jane  *  “etoit  de  belle 
“  figure,  avoit  Fair  malade  et  trifie,  portoit  un  grand  mouchoir 
“  qui  lui  couvroit  les  epaules ;  qu’elle  avoit  Fair  malade  :  et  qu’- 
“  avant  fon  depart  elle  avoit  Fair  un  peu  plus  gai ;  mais  ne  f9ait 
‘‘  pas  fi  elle  etoit  plus  ou  moins  forte  ;  qu’elle  etoit  tres  mince,  et 
“  avoit  la  poitrine  fort  plate ;  que  la  dite  dame  temoigna  beau- 
“  coup  de  fenfibilite  et  de  tendrefie  pour  Fenfant,  lors  du  renvoi 
“  de  la  premiere  nourrice  j  et  que  la  depofante  croyoit  alors  qu’- 
“  elle  en  etoit  la  veritable  mere,  et  le  croit  encore  ;  et  qu’il  auroit 
“  fallu  qu’elle  eut  joue  un  furieux  rolle,  fi  elle  ne  Fetoit  pas.” 

Mr.  Michel  was  not  much  in  the  ladies  apartment.  He  however 
depofes,  *1*  que  la  femme  de  monfieur  etoit  blanche  et  fort  pale  et 
“  Fair  malade,  lors  qu’elle  arriva  a  Fhotel  du  depofant ;  coeffee  en 
“  neglige  comme  une  perfonne  malade,  et  ayant  la  poitrine  tres 
“  plate  et  couverte  d’un  grand  mouchoir ;  que  fa  femme  lui  dit 
“  dans  le  terns,  que  la  dame  avoit  Fair  d’une  femme,  et  fortant 
‘‘  d’une  maladie,  fans  dire  de  quelle  maladie.”  It  mufi:  have  been 
the  very  moment  lady  Jane  came  in,  that  Mad.  Michel  told  this 
to  her  hulband ;  for  after  the  child  was  brought,  there  was  no 
doubt  or  fufpicion  of  any  other  diforder  than  the  real  one. 

'  Mad.  Blainville,  who  lived  in  the  room  oppofite,  depofes,  J 
**  que  la  dame  avoit  le  teint  blanc  et  fort  pale,  extremement  mince, 
“  et  qu’elle  avoit  Fair  d’une  femme  nouvellement  accouchee  ou 
“  fortant  de  maladie ;  qu’elle  n’avoit  ni  gorge  ni  ventre ;  qu’elle 
“  portoit  un  grand  fichu,  qui  lui  couvroit  la  poitrine,  jufqu’au 

“  menton ; 


c 

•  “  Was  of  a  fine  figure,  had  a  fickly  and  melancholy  air  j  ihe  wore  a  large  handkerchief 
“  which  covered  her  Ihoulders  ;  and  appeared  to  be  fickly  ;  and  before  her  departure,  {he 
looked  more  chearful ;  but  {he  does  not  know  whether  flie  v.'as  more  or  lefs  ftrong  ;  that 
{he  was  very  thin,  and  her  breail  was  very  flat;  that  the  lady  {hewed  a  great  deal  of  feo- 
“  Ability  and  tendernefs  for  the  child,  when  the  firft  nurfe  was  fent  away  :  and  the  depo- 
nent  then  believed,  and  ftill  believes,  that  {he  was  the  real  mother  ;  and  that  {he  muft 
“  have  afled  a  moft  extraordinary  part  if  Ihe  was  not.” 

f  “  That  the  gentleman’s  wife  was  white,  and  had  a  fickly  appearance,  when  {he  arrived  ' 
at  the  deponent’s  hotel,  and  her  head  was  dreflTed  in  negligee  like  a  fick  perfon  ;  that  her 
“  breaft  was  very  flat,  and  covered  with  a  large  handkerchief ;  that  his  wife  told  him  at 
“  the  time,  that  the  lady  had  the  appearance  of  a  woman  recovering  from  an  illnefs,  but 
ihe  did  not  fay  what  illnefs.” 

X  “  That  the  lady  was  of  a  white  complexion,  and  was  pale  and  extremely  thin,  and  had 
“  the  appearance  of  a  lady  newly  delivered,  or  recovering  from  an  illnefs  ;  and  {he  had  nei- 
“  ther  breafts  or  belly  ;  that  {he  wore  a  large  handkerchief  which  covered  her  breaft  up  to 

^  1  i  “  the 
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‘‘  menton  ;  que  les  fenetres  de  fa  ehambrefurent  toujours  fermees, 
“  jufqu’a  fa  premiere  fortie  pour  aller  voir  fon  enfant;  et  que 
“  la  depofante,  Monf.  &  Mad.  Breval  difoient  entr  eux,  quils 
“  n  etoient  pas  furpris  que  les  fenetres  fuffent  toujours  fermees, 
“  parceque  fair  ne  valoit  rien  pour  les  femmes  nouvellement  ac- 

P.  P.  130.  K.  “  couchees ;  que  quand  la  dame  fortoit,  elle  portoit  une  pelilfe 
‘‘  noir,  et  etoit  enveloppee  de  forte  que  Ton  ne  lui  voyoit  pas  le 
nez;  que  quand  elle  la  depofante  fut  entree  dans  la  cliambre 
‘‘  chez  Michel  ou  elle  vit  Tenfant  pour  la  premiere  fois,  elle 
croyoit,  que  Tenfant  appartenoit  a  la  dame ;  mais  qu’elle  en  fut 
beaucoup  plus  convaincue,  quand  elle  vit  les  mouvements  de  ten- 
‘‘  dreffe  de  la  dame  vers  I’enfant  qu’elle  a  decrit  ci-delTus,  et  qu’alors 
‘‘  elle  auroit  pu  jurer,  felon  fa  penlee,  que  la  dame  etoit  la  mere  de 
“  cet  enfant ;  que  la  dame  a  commencee  de  fe  retablir  chez  Mi- 
“  chel,  pendant  que  la  dame  y  refta  ;  et  qu’elle  paroiffoit  avoir  un 
“  air  plus  gai,  a"  caufe  que  fon  enfant  etoit  bien  nourri  par  la  fe- 
“  conde  nourrice,  mais  qu’il  lui  reftoit  toujours  un  air  de  trifteffe.” 

- 134.K.  Mad.  Breval,  Mr.  Michel’s  daughter,  died  in  1759  ;  but  Mr. 

- 135- G-  Breval  has  depofed,  “ *  *  que  la  dame  etoit  mince  et  delicate,  ayant 

“  le  vifage  pale,  comme  une  femme' qui  releveroit  de  couches^ 
“  ou  d’une  grolTe  maladie  ;  qu’il  n’a  point  remarque  fi  elle  avoit 
“  dela  gorge,  parcequ’elle  etoit  toujours  fort  enveloppee  dans  un 
“  mantelet ;  croit  fe  rappeller  qu’il  etoit  blanc.” 

_ ,40.0.  Nurfe  Favre  has  not  much  to  fay  about  lady  Jane.  She  depofes, 

only,  “  que  la  dame  etoit  extrcmement  mince  et  maigre,  d’une 
“  peau  fine  et  tres  mince,  et  n’ayant  pas  fair  d’une  bonne  fante  ; 

—  141.1.  que  la  dame  buvoit  toujours  chaud  dans  un  gobelet  d’argent, 

“  que 


“  the  chin  ;  that  the  windows  of  her  apartment  were  always  (hut,  until  fhe  went  firft  abroad 
“  to  fee  her  child  ;  and  that  the  deponent  and  Mr-  and  Mad.  Breval  obferved  to  each  other, 
that  they  were  not  furprifed,  that  the  windows  were  always  fliut,  becaufe  the  air  was  not 
“  good  for  a  woman  newly  brought  to  bed ;  that  when  the  lady  went  abroad,  Ihe  wore  a 
“  black  cloak,  and  was  fo  wrapped  up,  that  one  could  not  fee  her  nofe  ;  that  when  the 
“  deponent  went  into  her  apartment  the  firft  time,  Ihe  believed  the  child  belonged  to  the 
“  lady,  but  that  (he  was  much  more  convinced  of  it,  when  (he  faw  the  emotions  of  the  lady’s 
“  tendernefs  for  the  child  above  defcribed  ;  and  that  then  (he  could  have  fworn  according  to 
“  her  opinion,  that  (he  was  the  real  mother  of  the  child  ;  that  the  lady  began  to  recover  in 
“  Michel’s  while  (he  (laid  there,  and  looked  more  chearfui,  becaufe  her  child  was  wellnurf- 
“  ed  by  the  fecond  nurfe  ;  but  that  Ihe  (till  had  an  air  of  melancholy.” 

*  “  That  the  lady  was  thin  and  delicate,  and  was  very  pale,  like  a  woman  recovering 
“  from  childbirth  or  from  a  fevere  illnefs  ;  that  he  did  not  ob.ferve,  if  (lie  had  any  breads, 
“  becaufe  (he  was  always  wrapped  up  in  a  cloak,  which  he  thinks  he  recollects  was  white.” 

f  “  That  the  lady  was  extremely  thin  and  pale,  of  a  whitifh  complexion  and  very  thin, 
and  had  not  the  appearance  of  good  health  ;  that  (he  always  had  her  drink  warmed  in  a 

“  filvev 
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“  que  le  traiteur  lui  avoit  prete  :  mais  que  la  depofante  n’a  point 
“  entendu  la  dame  fe  plaindre  d’aucune  maladie,  ni  ne  Ta  vue  fe  P.  P.  141.1. 
“  coucher  plutot  que  les  autres,  quoiqu’elle  lui  parut  extremement 
“  delicate  ;  que  la  dame  fe  portoit  mieux  a  Dammartin,  et  buvoit 
“  et  mangeoit  comme  les  autres.” 

Mr.  Michel  Favre,  the  nurfe’s  hulband,  fays,  ‘‘ *  *  Qu’il  a  vu  la  D.P.  136.C. 
“  dame,  qu’il  croit  la  mere  de  I’enfant,  a  I’hotel  d’ Anjou,  et  a 
“  Dammartin  ;  qu’elle  etoit  fort  mince  j  qu’elle  etoit  fort  pale  ; 

‘‘  et  qu’elle  n’avoit  pas  fair  de  fe  bien  porter ;  puifqu’elle  etoit  fi 

“  pale. — Mr.  John  Favre  faw  lady  Jane  at  her  window,  and  fays - 1340. 

**  fhe  was  pale,  &  coefFee  en  bonnet:” 

Thefe  witnefles  feverally  fpeak  their  own  thoughts  in  their  own 
way ;  but  they  all  agree,  and  fome  of  them  exprefs  very  ftrongly, 
that  they  believed  in  1748  that  lady  Jane  had  very  lately  lain-in ; 
that  £he  recovered  gradually  when  at  that  houfe ;  and  that  ihe  was 
the  real  mother  of  the  child  j  and  this  article  of  the  evidence 
feems  really  to  deferve  the  firft  degree  of  credit.  The  convidiion, 
which  thefe  witnelTes  exprefs,  that  lady  Jane  was  the  real  mother 
of  the  child,  was  habitual  and  permanent  through  the  whole  fpace 
of  feventeen  years;  the  fame  in  1765,  as  in  1756  or  1748  ;  and 
every  one  knows,  that  a  convidion  once  formed  makes  a  lafting  >  r  , . 
impreffion  upon  the  mind;  and  a  man  never  doubts  or  miftrufts 
fuch  convidion,  even  after  the  fads  by  which  his  judgment  was 
firft  inftruded  are  forgotten,  and  cannot  be  recovered.  When 
thefe  witneftes  are  aiked,  what  they  thought  of  lady  Jane’s  perfon 
and  condition,  they  are  all  uniform  and  confiftent  and  firm  in  one 
common  opinion  ;  when  they  are  examined  on  the  trifling  inci¬ 
dents,  which  paflTed  feventeen  years  ago,  and  on  the  manner  in 
which  thefe  things  were  done,  we  lhall  fee  there  are  almoft  as 
many  different  accounts,  as  there  arc  witneffes. 


“  filver  goblet  which  the  cook  lent  her  ;  that  the  deponent  did  not  hear  the  lady  complain 
“  of  any  indifpofition,  or  fee  her  go  to  bed  before  the  others,  although  Ihe  appeared  cx- 
tremely  delicate  j  that  the  lady  appeared  better  at  Dammartin,  and  eat  and  drank  like 
“  the  rell.” 

*  “  That  he  faw  the  lady,  who  he  believes  was  the  mother  of  the  child,  at  the  hotel  d’An- 
“  jou  and  at  Dammartin  ;  that  flie  was  very  thin  and  very  pale,  and  Ihe  had  not  the  ap- 
“  pearance  of  being  in  good  health,  as  ihe  was  fo  pale.” 
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SECT.  IV. 

Of  the  bringing  Archibald  to  MicheVs. 

TH  E  next  point  to  be  examined  is  the  appearance  of  Archi¬ 
bald.  But  we  muft  iirft  bring  him  from  his  nurfe.  On  this 
incident  there  are  two  points  of  difpute  ;  firfl,  on  the  time  he  was 
brought;— and  fecondly,  on  the  perfons  who  went  to  fetch  him. 

Decl.  9. 1.  Sir  John’s  account  is,  “  that  the  eldeft  boy  was  never  fent  into  the 
“  country ;  but,  when  they^were  changing  lodgings,  he  was  fent 
“  to  the  houfe  of  a  nurfe  in  Paris,  where  he  continued  two  nights 
**  or  thereby,  until  the  declarant  got  a  nurfe  for  him  from  St. 
“  Germains,  and  then  he  was  brought  to  Mad.  Michel’s.” 

P. P.253.1.:  Mrs.  Hewit  fays,  “  that  upon  lady  Jane’s  leaving  Le  Brun’s, 

‘  “  Archibald  the  eldeft  was  fent  to  the  houfe  of  a  woman  living 
“  in  Paris  to  be  fuckled,  till  a  proper  nurfe  was  got ;  and  that  he 
**  {laid  only  two  days,  till  he  was  brought  to  Michel’s.  ’ 

On  the  article  of  the  time  of  bringing  the  child  Sir  John  and 
Mrs.  Hewit  agree.  It  could  be  no  other  than  the  day  after  the 
Serv.  34.  D.  family  had  removed  to  Michel’s,  the  21ft  of  July ;  and  it  is  plain 
by  Mrs.  Hewit’s  letter  to  the  maids,  written  on  that  day  but  dated' 
P.P.  120.  K.  July  the  22d,  that  Archibald  wsls  then  in  the  houfe  with  them  ; 
—  112.1.  and  both  Mr.  Michel  and  his  wife  are  quite  pofitive,  that  the 
child  was  fetched  the  day  after  the  arrival  of  the  Grangers. 

-2 — 254.  B.  Mrs.  Hewit  has  unluckily  carried  the  child  to  Michel’s  with¬ 

out  a  nurfe ;  Ihe  fays,  that  when  they  brought  away  the  child  to 
Michel’s,  Mad.  Michel  got  a  woman  to  fuckle  the  child,  till 
they  got  a  proper  nurfe:  that  in  a  few  days  they  hired  a  nurfe ^ 
but  flie  proving  a  bad  one.  Mad.  Michel  perfuaded  the  woman 
whom  fhe  had  firft  got  to  fuckle  him,  to  go  along  with  them  to 
a  village  near  Paris. 

This  woman,  whom  Mad.  Michel  procured,  is  no  other  than 

_ nurfe  Favre.  Nurfe  Favrehas  depofed,  ^  ‘‘  Que  depuis  le  jourque 

I’enfant  lui  a  ete  donne  a  Paris  jufqu’  a  fon  depart  pour  Dam- 
“  martin,  elle  I’anourri  fans  interruption.”  The  nurfe  is  certainly 
in  the  right ;  but  Mrs.  Hewit’s  miftake  is  certainly  of  very  little 
importance,  and  amounts  to  no  more  than  this,  that  at  the  dif— 


•  “  That  from  the  day  the  child  was  given  to  her  at  Paris,  until  her  departure-  for 
“  Dammartin,  Ihe  nurfed  him  without  interruption.” 

tancc 
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tance  of  feventeen  years  £he  fays  Mad.  Michel  procured  the  nurfe 
for  Mr,  Douglas  after  he  was  brought  there,  which  in  fadt  Sir 
John  and  Mad.  Le  Brun  procured  immediately  before  the  child  was 
carried  to  Michel’s.  This  trifling  error  in  the  time  of  engaging 
the  nurfe,  who  went  with  the  child  to  Michel’s,  is  the  only  one 
into  which  Mrs.  Hewit  has  fallen  about  the  children  or  th? 
nurfes. 

Secondly,  with  refped:  to  the  manner  of  fetching  the  child  fir  Ded.  9.  k. 
John  is  a  little  obfcure.  He  fays,  the  nurfe  with  whom  Archi¬ 
bald  lodged,  was  found  out  by  Mad.  Michel  or  Mad.  Le  Brun, 
he  cannot  tell  which  : — “  That  being  fatisfied  the  child  was 
‘‘  well,  and  only  to  be  forty-eight  hours  or  thereby  out  of  his 
**  fight,  does  not  remember  that  either  the  declarant  or  any  other  . 

“  perfon  from  him  went  to  vifit  the  child  at  the  nurfe’s  houfe; 

“  and  declares,  that  from  the  firft  time  he  was  fent  to  this  nurfe’s 
**  houfe,  he  was  not  brought  to  this  declarant’s  lodging  till  the 
“  time,  that  he  was  brought  there  to  continue.”  So  far  is  true, 
or  at  lead:  not  contradicted.  He  then  adds,  that  the  landlady, 
who  procured  the  firfl  nurfe,  went  and  brought  the  child  and 
the  nurfe  [who  came  from  St.  Germains]  to  Mad.  Michel’s.  The 
obfcurity  of  this  pafTage  arifes  from  fir  John’s  mentioning  two 
different  women  under  the  fame  defignation  the  nurfe.  He  had 
in  the  beginning  of  this  long  anfwer  diflinguifhed  them  with  ex- 

adtnefs.  He  fays,  ‘‘  He  continued  two  days  or  thereby  with  the  - g.t. 

“  nurfe  provided  by  his  landlady,  until  the  declarant  had  got  a 
“  nurfe  from  St.  Germains,  and  then  he  was  brought  to  Mad. 

‘‘  Michel’s.” 

It  fhould  be  obferved,  that  this  account  is  the  rather  imperfeCl 
on  the  point  now  under  enquiry,  becaufe  it  is  not  an  anfwer  to 
the  queflion.  How  was  the  child  brought  to  Michel’s  ?  but  to  a 
previous  queftion.  What  flay  did  he  make  at  the  nurfe’s  f  -—9.  d. 

In  a  letter  written  this  very  day,  July  the  2ifl  1748,  Mrs.  Hewit 
tells  the  maids,  “  Some  days  after  (the  child  was  fent  to  nurfe)  Serv.  34.  b. 
“  your  mafler  went  out  to  fee  him,  and  found  the  nurfe  drunk ; 

“  upon  which  he  fent  the  coach  for  me,  and  we  brought  him 
‘‘  with  us.  We  have  got  a  fine  milk-woman,  till  we  get  a  right 
“  nurfe,  for  your  mafler  and  miflrefs  is  refolved  he  fhall  never  go 
“  out  of  their  fight.” 

In  her  depofition  fhe  has  faid,  that  fir  John  and  the  deponent  p.  p.  254.  a. 
went  and  brought  the  child  to  Michel’s  from  that  houfe,  w'here 
he  had  only  flaid  two  days;  and  that  fir  John’s  reafon  for  bring¬ 
ing  away  the  child  was,  his  finding  the  woman  intoxicated  with 

^  ,  liquor ; 
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liquor;  upon  which  he  immediately  Tent  back  the  coach  for  the 
deponent,  and  then  they  brought  away  the  child  to  Michel’s. 

Sir  John  fays,  the  landlady,  who  had  hired  that  nurfe,  brought 
away  the  child.  Mrs.  Hewit  fays,  it  was  Ihe  herfelf  who  brought 
it.  One  ought  not  to  impute  this  difference  to  miftake,  though 
it  may  be  one ;  becaufe  fir  John  finding  the  woman  drunk,  would 
naturally  employ  Mad.  Le  Brun,  the  perfon  who  had  hired  the 
nurfe,  to  difcharge  her,  and  take  away  the  child  ;  and  Mrs. 
Hewit,  who  was  fent  for  by  him  in  a  hurry,  would  of  courfe 
confider  herfelf  as  the  principal  agent  in  this  tranfadtion. 

Upon  comparing  thefe  accounts  together,  it  appears  plainly, 
that  fir  John  went  out  to  fee  the  child  ;  but  finding  the  nurfe 
drunk  and  incapable  of  attending  it,  fent  in  hafte  for  Mrs. 
Hewit,  and  probably  for  Mad.  Le  Brun  ;  and  at  the  fame  time 
took  upon  himfelf  to  hire  a  nurfe,  a  country-woman  who  faid 
fhe  came  from  St.  Germain’s  ;  and  that  he,  Mrs.  Hewit,  and  per¬ 
haps  Mad.  Le  Brun  too  conduced  the  child,  and  his  new  nurfe, 
to  Mad.  Michel’s.  A  little  circumftance  in  the  flile  of  Mrs. 
Hewit’s  letter  will  ferve  as  an  inftance  of  that  artlefs  fimplicity, 
with  which  the  whole  ftory  of  this  woman  is  told.  It  appears 
P.P.  126.  H.  from  the  French  witneffes,  that  the  poor  woman  had  entertained 
expectations  of  being  continued  in  the  fervice  of  the  child,  till 
he  was  weaned,  and  was  willing  to  accompany  the  family  to 
Rheims.  In  all  the  accounts  therefore  fubfequent  to  the  dif- 
miflion  of  this  woman  the  family  fpoke  very  properly,  when 
they  faid,  they  had  loft  a  nurfe  :  on  the  other  hand,  when  we 
confider  the  hafty  manner  in  which  this  woman  was  hired,  it  is 
impoflible  to  conceive,  that  fir  John  Stewart  engaged  to  take  her 
any  otherwife  than  on  trial ;  and  Mrs.  Hewit  exprefies  the  idea 
Serv.  34  D.  which  the  family  had  of  her  on  the  21  ft  of  July,  when  fhe  calls 
her  in  the  letter  to  Ifabel  Walker,  a  fine  milk-woman.  On  the 
contrary,  the  next  woman,  who  came  well  recommended  by 
Mad.  Michel,  and  whom  they  were  willing  to  keep  as  long  as 

- 35  c.  fhe  was  willing  to  flay,  is  in  Mrs.  Hewit’s  letter  of  the  26th 

called,  a  fine  nurfe ;  though  according  to  that  woman’s  account, 
file  had  conftantly  refufed  to  leave  Paris.  But  this  was  more  than 
Mrs.  Hewit  knew,  till  fhe  quitted  them  at  Dammartin. — At  the  end 
of  feventeen  years,  or  feventeen  months,  the  family  might  indiffer¬ 
ently  call  the  fame  perfon  either  a  milk-woman,  or  a  nurfe ;  but 
Mrs.  Hewit,  in  her  letters  to  the  maids,  would  never  have  called  that 
Vv'oman  a  nurfe  on  the  26th  of  July,  whom  fliehad  called  a  milk¬ 
woman  on  the  22d,  becaufe  neither  Ifabel  Walker  nor  Effy  Caw 
(who  by  the  purfuers  courtefy  has  never  yet  been  reputed  an  ac¬ 
complice) 
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complice)  would  have  underftood  what  (he  meant.  This  didinc- 
tion,  which  Mrs.  Hewit  has  made,  (hews  without  other  proof, 
that  (he  fpoke  of  two  different  perfons  at  thefe  different  dates.  , 

S  E  C  T.  V. 

Of  the  pretended  errand  to  St.  Germains. 
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TTTE  muft  now  confider  a  very  great  objedion  to  this  account.  P*P- 112.  m* 
^  ’  Mad.  Michel  has  depofed,  ^  ‘‘  Que  le  jour  de  leur  entree, 
apres  avoir  foupe,  ils  firent  monter  la  depofante  dans  leur 
chambre,  et  le  monfieur,  qui  n’avoit  point  donne  d’arres,  lui 
dit,  Ne  foyez  point  inquiette,  nous  partons  demain  le  matin 
pour  aller  chercher  notre  enfant,  qui  eft  en  nourrice  du  cote  de 
St.  Germain  ;  a  quoi  le  depofante  repondit,  qu’ils  etoient  les 
maitres  :  qu’en  effet  ils  partirent  tous  les  trois,  le  monfieur 
&  les  deux  dames  le  lendemain  matin  entre  6  et  7  heures  dans 
un  caroffe  de  remife,  et  revinrent  le  meme  jour  au  foir,  ou  le 
lendemain  au  Ipir  avec  un  enfant  et  une  nourrice.” 

Monf.  Michel,  and  Monf.  Breval  his  fon-in-law,  confirm  the 
principal  cirumftances  of  this  account. 

The  writer  of  thefe  papers  thinks  the  French  witneffes  are  mif- 
taken,  for  the  following  reafons : 
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- 134.  G. 


ift,  Mrs.  Hewit’s  letter,  which  relates  thefe  little  incidents  on  the 
day  they  happened,  is  undoubtedly  better  authority,  than  any  pa¬ 
role  evidence  at  the  diftance  of  feventeen  years,  provided  there  is 
no  reafon  to  fufpecft  her  of  wilful  falfhood  ;  and  whatever  reafons 
the  family  might  have  to  conceal  lady  Jane’s  going  out,  they  could 
have  none  to  alter  the  fituation  of  the  place,  where  the  child  was 
at  nurfe. 


2d,  Mad.  Michel’s  ftory  is  contradictory  to  the  account  flie - 4.  f. 

gave  in  1756,  that  lady  Jane  kept  her  bed',  and  to  Mad,  Blainville’s 
depofition,  who  fays,  that  fhe  never  knew  lady  Jane  go  out,  till  130.  c. 
after  nurfe  Favre  had  taken  away  the  child ;  but  that  (he  kept  the 
windows  conftantly  (hut,  as  a  perfon  would  do,  who  had  occafion 
frequently  to  lie  dov/n  on  the  bed. 


*  “  That  the  day  of  the  entry  after  fupper  they  called  up  the  deponent  into  their  apart- 
“  ment,  and  the  gentleman,  who  had  not  given  earned,  faid  to  her.  Do  not  be  uneafy, 
we  are  going  away  tomorrow  morning  to  bring  our  child,  who  is  at  nurfe  towards  St. 
“  Germain’s  ;  to  which  the  deponent  anfwered,  They  might  do  as  they  pleafed  :  that  ac- 
cordingly  the  gentleman  and  two  ladies  went  away  next  morning,  betwixt  fix  and  *^ven 
“  o’clock,  in  a  hired  coach,  and  returned  the  fame  day,  or  the  next,  at  night  with  a  child 
“  and  a  nurfe.’*  , 

3d.  It 


Of  the  bad  Nurfe  without  Milk.  Part  IV, 


3d.  It  appears  that  the  memories  of  thefe  witnefles  are  aided, 
like  thofe  of  many  others,  by  fir  John  Stewart’s  declaration.  Sir 
Decl.  9.  E.  John  has  there  faid,  that  he  got  this  nurfe  for  the  child  from  St. 
p.  p.  254.  E.  Germain’s.  Mrs.  Hewit  fays,  fir  John  told  her  at  the  time,  that 
he  found  this  woman  in  the  fuburbs.  Thefe  accounts  are  both 
true  and  both  confiftent,  and  were  probably  well  known  and  un- 
derftood  by  the  Michels  in  1748;  but  in  the  beginning  of  De¬ 
cember  1762,  they  remembered  no  more  than  Mrs.  Hewit  has  re- 
Ap.D.Mem.  membered,  “  ^  que  cet  enfant  etoit  accompagne  d’unenourrice,  que 
pag.  40.  VI.  t(  Iq  chevalier  Stewart  dit  avoir  ete  prife  au  hazard  dans  la  rue.” 
D.  .1022.E.  remembrance  of  the  place  from  whence  the  nurfe  came  was 
wholly  loft,  and  revived  only  by  the  minutes  of  the  declaration 
which  arrived  in  France  about  Chriftmas  1762:  and  the  ftory 
that  the  child  and  nurfe  were  fetched  from  St.  Germain’s  feems  to 
be  grounded  on  a  bad  French  tranflation  of  ftr  John’s  ungramma¬ 
tical  expreflion. 

4.  The  memories  of  the  Michels  might  be  the  more  eafily  con- 
fufed  on  this  point,  from  their  recollection  of  an  incident  which 
alarmed  the  family  in  the  evening  on  which  the  child  was  brought. 


S  E  C  T.  VI. 

OJ' the  had  nitrfe  without  milk. 

p.p.  121.  A.  ^T^HE  Michels  deferibe  this  nurfe  as  “  -f  petite  &  mal  propre, 

- 134* **  H*  A  &  ayant  fair  d’une  paifanne.”  Mrs.  Hewit  had  fcarce 

wrote  her  firft  letter  to  the  tpaids,  before  this  nurfe  was  difeovered 
to  be  a  very  improper  one.  *  The  circumftances  of  this  difeovery 
are  minutely  related  by  Mad.  Blainville. 

Mad.  Blainville’s  account  is  too  long  to  be  tranferibed;  fhc 
fays,  that  at  half  an  hour  paft  nine  ftie  was  called  into  Mad. 
Stewart’s  chamber  to  look  upon  a  child,  who  would  not  fuck  3 

_ _ 126.  c.  that  having  ftripped  the  child,  and  found  nothing  amifs  about  his 

body,  though  he  was  languifliing  for  want,  ftie  examined  the 
nurfe,  and  found  ftie  had  no  milk ;  that  the  lady,  whom  ftie  took 
to  be  the  mother,  fainted  away;  that  the  gentleman  was  in  a  vi¬ 
olent  paflion;  that  the  nurfe  kneeled  down,  and  begged  they 
would  not  ruin  her ;  and  that  in  the  end,  by  her  advice  the 
nurfe  was  difmifled  with  a  fmall  gratuity,  and  Mad.  Michel  found 
another  in  her  place. 


*  That  this  child  was  accompanied  by  a  nurfe,  who,  fir  John  Stewart  fays,  was  taken 

**  by  chance  in  the  ftreet.” 

t  “  Little,  and  ill  drefled,  and  having  the  appearance  of  a  country-woman.” 


Sir 


SedJ:.  6.  Of  the  had  Nuffe  without  Milk: 

Sir  John  Stewart  fays  very  ihortly,  that  the  nurfe  having  proved 

a  very  bad  one,  the  continued  only  one  night,  ashe  thinL  ;  and 

Mrv.  Hewit  mentions  the  badnefs  of  this  nurfe. 

Mr.  and  Mad.  Michel  agree  with  Mad.  Blainville.  that  fome- 
thtng  was  difcovered  on  that  evening.  Mad.  Blainville  fays,  the 

rhUH  immediately,  and  carried  home  the 

this  Ihe  IS  contradided  by  all  the  witnefl'es. 
Mad.  Michel  agrees  with  fir  John,  that  the  nurfe  was  not  fent 
away  till  the  morrow ;  that  flie  lay  one  night  in  the  houfe,  and 
lays  that  nurfe  Favre  was  not  fetched,  till  the  other  was  dif- 
mifled.  Nurfe  Favre  never  faw  that  woman,  and  fays  it  was  in 

“  j  Michel  fent  for  her : 

and  Mr.  Michelle  Favre,  her  hulband,  fays  it  was  about  noon. 

If  the  condition  of  the  nurfe  was  fo  bad  as  Mad.  Blainville  re- 
prefents  it,  one  may  reafonably  alk,  how  the.  child  fubfifted 
from  Sunday  morning  to  Monday  noon  >  It  is  probable,  that  the 
child  cried  and  alarmed  the  family  at  night  j  but  it  is  certain,  the 
nurfe  was  not  found  infufficient  till  the  next  day.  There  is  an 
air  of  romance  and  felf-importance  in  all  Mad.  Blainville  is  pleafed 

to  fay,  which  takes  much  from  the  degree  of  credit,  which  would 
be  otherwife  due  to  her. 
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Mrs.  Hewit  has  faid,  that  they  difcovered  this  nurfe  to  be  a  bad  — iga.*' 
woman  by  having  the  king  of  France’s  mark  upon  her  as  a  thief  *  ' 

One  is  forty  to  find  that  a  perfon  {a)  in  Alraon's  book,  who  is  faid 
to  have  declared  he  would  not  reft  much  upon  the  parole  evidence, 
has  thought  proper  to  reft  on  this.  The  French  witnelfes  know 
nothing  of  this  mark.  The  woman’s  back  was  never  examined,  nor 
would  Mrs.  Hewit  have  known  the  French  king’s  mark,  had  fhc 
feen  it.  ^  It  is  plain  to  any  one,  who  will  attend  to  the  character 
of  the  witneiTes,  that  this  remark  has  arofe  from  fome  very  angry 
words  of  fir  John  Stewart,  which  Mrs.  Hewit  believed,  and 
which  Ihe  has  repeated  with  the  fame  fimplicity  and  good  faith, 
as  file  had  ufed  on  the  fervice,  when  fhc  mentioned  lady  Jane’s 
reveries  about  her  not  bearing  a  living  child. 

This  bad  nurfe  had  the  appearance  of  a  country-woman.  Sir 
John  probably  told  the  Michels,  that  he  had  her  from  St.  Ger¬ 
main,  as  he  has  told  the  court.  The  woman  herfelf  might  proba¬ 
bly  be  afked,  from  what  part  of  the  country  Ihe  came  ;  and  nurfe 
Favre  undertakes  to  remember,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  pronounced  the— —139. h, 
word  St.  Germain,  which  Mr.  Buhot  thought  fufficient  authority  D.P.  1032.  e, 
for  reporting,  that  this  woman  told  him  lady  Jane  was  brought 

( a)  Lord  Prefident. 

K  k  to- 
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to-bed  at  St.  Germain  en  Laye.  She  never  told  him  any  fuch 
thino-.  Yet  upon  the  whole,  the  trouble  occafioned  by  this  coun¬ 
try  iinrfe,  whom  fir  John  had  accidentally  picked  up  at  Paris, 
was  tufiicient  to  imprefs  on  the  minds  of  all  thefe  French  witneifes, 
that  the  child  was  brought  from  St.  Germain  ;  and  as  they  never 
were  told  where  lady  J^^ne  lay-in,  it  appeared  no  unrealonable 
conjecture  to  fuppofe,  that  fhe  had  been  delivered  in  the  place, 
from  whence  the  nurle  had  come.  This  bad  nurfe  has  never 
been  found;  but  the  new  nurfe  Favre,  the  fourth  woman,  through 
whofe  hands  the  defender  paffed,  is  a  witnefs  in  procefs. 


SECT.  VII. 


P.  P.  I2I.C. 
- 113. L. 


125.  E. 
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DP.  134.  F. 


Of  Archibald' s  p  erf  on  on  fuly  the  lid* 

WE  have  now  time  to  hear  what  the  child  s  new  ac(juaintance 
fay  of  his  perfon. 

Mr.  and  Mad.  Michel  know  nothing  about  the  child’s  appear¬ 
ance,  except  that  he  throve  extravagantly  under  the  care  of  nurfe 
Favre. 

Mr.  Breval  fays,  ^  “  Qu’ayant  vu  I’enfant  chez  Monf.  Michel,  et 
“  I’enfant  lui  a  paru  avoir  un  mois  ou  5  femaines.” 

Mad.  Blainville  fays,  “  Que  I’enfant  lui  a  paru  age  d’un  mois, 
“  huit  jours  plus,  ou  huit  jours  moins,  ne  fe  rappellant  point,  quels 
“  etoient  les  traits  de  fon  vifage,  ni  la  couleur  de  fes  yeux,  mais 
“  qu  ils  n  etoient  pas  noirs  ;  ne  f9ait  s’ils  etoient  gris,  ou  bleus  ; 
“  qu’il  avoit  la  peau  blanche  comme  les  enfants  Pont  a  cet  age  ; 
“  que  la  couleur  rouge,  que  les  enfants  ont  en  naiflant,  et  qui  ne 
“  dure  que  quatre  jours  ou  8  jours  tout  au  plus,  etoit  paflee. 

Mr.  John  Favre  fays,  he  faw  the  child  feveral  times,  J'*  “  d’abord 
tres  pale  et  tres  maigre,  &  paroiffant  bien  jeune  ;  ne  f9ait  pas 
Page,  et  que  dans  les  quinze  jours  que  fa  belle  foeur  Pa  eu 
“  nourrir,  il  s’eft  fi  bien  retabli,  qu’il  n’etoit  pas  reconnoiffable.’* 
The  principal  evidence  to  the  perfon  of  the  child  is  certainly 
nurfe  Favre,  and  flie  has  indeed  no  eafy  talk  to  determine  his  age 


♦  “  That  having  feen  the  child  at  Michel’s,  he  appeared  to  him  to  be  about  a  month  or 
‘‘  five  weeks  old.” 

f  “  That  the  child  appeared  to  be  about  a  month  old,  eight  days  more  or  lefs ;  (he  docs 
“  not  recoiled  the  features  of  his  face,  nor  the  colour  of  his  eyes ;  they  were  not  black,  but 
“  does  not  know  whether  they  were  grey  or  blue ;  that  his  Ikin  was  white  like  children  of 
that  age  ;  and  that  the  red  colour,  which  new-born  children  have,  and  which  only 
“  continues  for  four  or  eight  days  at  moll,  was  gone  off,” 

t  “  At  firll  very  pale  and  very  lean,  and  appearing  to  be  very  young,  butdoes  not  know 
“  how  old  ;  and  that  during  the  fifteen  days  that  his  filler-ia-law  nurfed  him,  he  recovered 
“  fo  much,  that  he  would  not  have  been  known  for  the  fame  child.’* 

fronii 
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from  his  appearance  with  that  precifion,  which  the  prefent  f^ateof 
the  difpute  requires.  According  to  the  defcription,  which  the 
Mignons  have  given  of  their  child,  ftrong,  large,  and  lufty,  with 
eyes  of  a  fixed  blue  colour  and  white  hair,  it  is  impofiible  that 
Archibald  could  be  their  child  j  and  this  is  fufficiently  clear  from 
what  the  Rheims  witnelTes  obferved.  But  for  further  afTurance 
one  would  wifh  (with  leave  of  the  Monitoire,  and  popular  clamour, 
and  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart’s  information  that  he  had  found  \hQ  real 
parents  of  one  of  the  children)  to  afcertain  the  fame  truth  by  the 
earlier  witnefifes  at  Paris. 


But  firfi:  we  muft  look  a  little  back  on  the  conduct  of  the  pur- 
fuers,  and  fee  what  they  intended  to  prove,  before  the  purchafe  of 
Mignon’s  child  was  known. 

On  the  15th  of  Odtober  1762  Monf.  Buhot  reported  from  nurfe  D.P.1032.B. 
Favre,  that  flie  told  him,  “  *  Qu’dn  lui  aremis  un  enfant  paroifiant 
“  age  de  pres  de  trois  mois.” 

In  the  premiere  plainte  17th  December  1762  it  is  faid,  ‘'-f*  L’en- _ 1022.  e. 

“  fant  paroit  aux  perfonnes  du  dit  hotel  age  de  plufieurs  fe- 
**  maines,  ou  meme  quelques  mois.” 


In  the  Monitoire  we  read,  J  Que  I’enfant  fut  age  d’environ  6 _ 1012.  b 

“  femaines  ou  deux  mois.”  . 


In  the  Condefcendance  of  the  co.iJ.«:t  is  told»  tK^tdiild  No.  18. 


at  that  time  to  be  at  leaf;  fix  weeks  old. 

Such  was  the  fluctuating  ftate  of  the  purfuers  aflertions  before 
the  flory  of  Mignon’s  child  came  out  :  as  foon  as  that  was  known, 
they  depart  at  once  from  all  they  had  before  alledged,  and  defire 
us  to  believe,  that  the  child  was  precifely  twenty-one  days  old. 

For  according  to  their  reckoning  the  child  was  given  to  nurfe 
Favre  on  the  19th  of  July,  though  according  to  the  witneffes  he 
was  not  given  till  the  22d,  when  Archibald  was  twelve  days  old.  If 
thefe  witneffes  did  really  tell  them  in  1762,  what  the  purfuers  have 
publiflied  in  their  names,  they  deferve  no  manner  of  credit  j  if 
they  did  not,  with  what  caution  muft  we  read  the  productions  of 
thefe  gentlemen,  who  take  fuch  unprecedented  freedom  with  the 
truth  in  their  profecution  of  an  orphan  }  The  Michels,  who  are 
quoted  in  the  plainte,  have  declared,  they  never  remarked  the  p,  p. 

child  5  and  nurfe  Favre  has  denied,  that  flie  ever  gave  any  ac - 

count  different  from  what  fhe  depofes  in  1765. 


I2I. G. 

113.1.. 

142.0. 


*  “'That  a  child  was  given  her  near  three  months  old.” 

f  “  That  the  child  appeared  to  the  people  at  the  houfe  to  be  feveral  weeks,  or  even 
“  fome  months  old.” 

X  “  That  the  child  was  fix  weeks  or  two  months  old.” 

K  k  2 
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P.P.  139.  L.  To  return,  nurfe  Favre  fays,  “f*  Que  lorfque  Tenfant  lui  a  etc 
donne,  il  pouvoit  avoir  trois  femaines  ou  un  mois  3  qu’il  etoit 
alofs  en  fi  mauvais  etat,  qu’on  ne  lui  auroit  pas  donne  huit 
jours  ;  mais  qu’il  n’avoit  plus  la  couleur  rouge,  que  les  enfants 
nouveaux  nes  ont  ordinairement  8  6u  dix  jours  3  qu’il  n’avoit 
“  plus  le  ventre  entoure  de  bands,  etat  dans  lequel  on  les  tient, 
a  ce  que  le  cordon  du  nombril  foit  tombe  3  et  que  I’enfant 
“  avoit  palTe  ce  terns.” 

Thefe  words  have  been  already  explained.  Literally  taken  they 
teach  us  three  things. —  ift.  That  in  the  bad  ftate  in  which  the 
child  appeared,  one  would  not  have  fuppofed  him  eight  days  old. 
— 2dly.  That  the  nurfe  difcoveredby  reafoningy  not  by  obfervation, 
that  he  mult  be  older  ;  firlt,  becaufe  the  red  colour  was  gone  away; 
fecondly,  becaufe  his  roller  was  taken  off.— And  3dly.  That  Ihe 
conjectured  he  might  be  three  v^eeks  or  a  month  old  ;  which  is  a 
pure  matter  of  opinion. 

There  were  feveral  circumftances,  which  might  honeltly  mif- 
lead  nurfe  Favre  in  her  opinion,  and  make  her  and  other  witnelfes 
at  Michel’s  think,  that  the  child  was  a  few  days  older  than  he 
really  was. 

lit.  They  do  not  feem  to  have  known,  that  lady  Jane  was  driven 
out  of  her  lying-in  apartment  by  neceflity,  and  confequently  would 
imaoj.’J^*,  that  Ihe  llaid  in  bed  the  yfnal  time,  near  a  month  ; 
which  is  the  age  the  nurfe  gives  the  child  by  conjecture. 

7— iH'«'  2d.  It  appears  from  a  little  difpute  with  nurfe  Favre,  that  lady 

Jane  delired  to  bring  up  the  child  in  the  Engliili  manner.  The 
Mignons  wanted  a  llrong  roller  for  their  child  when  he  was  thir¬ 
teen  days  old,  or  as  the  purfuers  fay  twenty  days,  though  this  is 
without  either  proof  or  conliltency.  Lady  Jane’s  child  had  quitted 
his  roller  on  the  12th  day  ;  this  would  certainly  give  him  a  greater 
appearance  of  ftrength,  than  an  ordinary  French  child  would  have 
at  the  fame  age. 

3d.  The  nurfe  and  all  the  French  witnelfes  are  under  a  miftake 
about  the  child’s  cafe,  when  he  was  given  to  nurfe  Favre.  They 
fuppofed,  that  he  had  been  languilhing  in  the  hands  of  the  bad 
nurfe  from  the  time  of  his  birth  j  and  in  ftating  his  age  make  al¬ 
lowance  for  the  little  care,  which  had  been  taken  of  him,  and 

f  “  That  when  the  child  was  given  to  her,  he  might  have  been  three  weeks  or  a  month 
**  old  ;  that  he  was  then  in  fo  bad  a  condition,  that  one  would  not  have  taken  him  for  eight 
days  old  ;  but  that  he  had  not  the  red  colour,  which  new-born  children  ordinarily  have 
“  eight  or  ten  days ;  that  his  belly  was  not  tied  about  with  bands,  in  which  ftate  children 
**  are  kept  until  the  navel-ftring  is  fallen  j  and  that  the  child  had  pafled  that  time.” 

exprefs 
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exprefs  their  aftonifliment  at  the  quick  re-eftablifhment  of  his 
health.  But  in  reality  there  was  nothing  the  matter  with  the 
child,  but  that  he  had  been  without  his  ufual  food  for  that  fingic 
day ;  and  his  re-eftabliihment  was  no  matter  of  aftonifhment :  it 
was  the  ordinary  effedt  of  one  hearty  meal. 


But  this  will  not  explain  all  that  nurfe  Favre  meant  to  fay.  The 
writer  of  thefe  papers  has  already  intimated  his  opinion,  that  this 
woman  was  influenced  and  intimidated  by  popular  clamour,  and 
by  the  weight  of  evidence,  which  flie  was  made  to  believe  would 
come  from  the  family  of  Mignon.  He  is  farther  confirmed  in 
that  opinion  by  a  fubfequent  palTage  in  her  depofition. 

The  defender’s  counfel  had  a  mind  to  make  her  tell  what  flbe 
had  fworn  before  the  Tournelle^  and  Ihe  anfwers,  “  * **  Qu?  p. p. 

“  quand  elle  fit  fa  depofition  devant  la  Tournelle  au  fujet  de 
“  ce  proces,  elle  depofa  comme  elle  depofe  a  prefent,  que  I’en- 
“  fant  paroilToit  avoir  trois  femaines  ou  un  mois,  quand  elle  I’a 
“  re^u  I  mais  qu’  a  caufe  de  fon  foible  etat  on  ne  lui  auroit  pas 
“  donne  huit  jours.”  This  foible  etatt  or  as  Ihe  called  it  before, 
mauvais  etat,  was  nothing  but  imagination:  whether  the  child 
was  Mignon’s  or  lady  Jane’s,  it  is  plain  by  either  account,  that 
it  wanted  nothing  more  than  a  fingle  meal,  and  all  that  fhe  and 
the  other  French  witneflTes  have  depofed  about  his  amazing  reco¬ 
very,  is  abfolutely  incredible,  unlefs  it  be  explained  by  the  depo- 
fitions  of  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit.  But  though  the  mauvais  kat 
was  not  real,  it  was  apparent.  In  that  flate  the  child  appeared  to 
be  no  more  than  eight  days  old,  and  fhe  contradids  herfelf,  when 
file  fays,  “  paroijfoit  2.vq\x  trois  femaines  ou  un  mois.”  She 
had  ftudied  her  anfwer  to  the  firfl;  queflion,  and  anfwered  dif- 
creetly  and  confiflently,  qu’il  pouvoit  avoir  trois  femaines  ou 
un  mois  j”  but  upon  the  crofs  examination  flie  is  off  her  guard, 
falls  into  downright  nonfenfe,  and  betrays  the  timid  principle, 
with  which  fhe  had  been  artfully  infpired. 

What  this  nurfe  fays  about  the  eyes  and  hair  of  the  child  is - 140. c. 

quite  guarded  and  indeterminate,  and  may  be  applied  to  any 
child  between  the  age  of  eight  days  and  fix  weeks.  Elle  ne  fe 
**  fouvient  pas  des  traits  du  vifage  de  I’enfant,  ni  de  la  couleur  de 
“  fes  yeux  ;  qu’il  etoit  blanc,” 'like  Mignon’s  child  to  be  fare  j 
but  then  fhe  adds,  “  comme  font  les  enfans  lorfque  la  couleur 


•  “  That  when  (he  gave  her  depofition  before  the  Tournelle  in  this  procefs,  Ihe  de- 
pofed,  as  Ihe  does  at  prefent,  that  the  child  appeared  three  weeks  or  a  month  old,  when 
^  fhe  received  him  ;  but  that  on  account  of  his  weaknefs  one  would  not  have  taken  him  for 

**  eight  days  old.”^^ 

•f  “  She  does  not  remember  the  child’s  features,  or  the  colour  of  his  eyes ;  that  he  was 
white,  as  children  are  when  the  red  colour  is  gone  off.” 

it 
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rouge  leur  eft  paftOe;”  which  is  a  reafon  much  more  applicable 
to  the  age  of  Mr.  Douglas,  than  to  the  more  advanced  age  of  the 
child  of  Mignon  ;  and  the  does  not  recolle(ft  the  colour  of  the 
hair. 

It  is  certain,  that  after  eight  or  ten  days  are  pafted,  there  is 
no  determinate  rtile  for  judging  exa(ftly  of  a  child’s  age.  The 
defender  might  be  as  big  at  twelve  days  old,  as  children  ufually 
are  at  twenty-one ;  fo  that  it  feems  loft  labour  to  exped  to  deter¬ 
mine  by  the  appearance  of  the  child  on  the  22d  of  July,  whether 
he  was  born  on  the  10th  of  July,  or  on  the  28th  of  June.  Mrs. 
Hewit  in  her  letter  defcribes  Archibald  as  a  lufty  child  ;  and  had 
Mignon’s  child  been  fmall,  they  might  at  the  end  of  July  been 
much  of  the  fame  fize.  But  Mignon’s  child  is  always  defcribed  as 
extravagantly  large  ;  and  though  we  ftiould  be  aftiamed  at  this 
time  to  reft  very  much  on  the  broken  credit  of  the  Mignons,  yet 
we  fhould  remember,  that  there  was  a  time,  when  the  hiftory  of 
the  enlevement  was  darted  as  a  thunderbolt  againft  the  defender ; 
and  it  is  impoffible  to  read  the  evidence  of  nurfe  Favre  without 
perceiving,  that  flie  was  fcnfibly  affeded  with  the  report  which 
came  from  that  quarter  j  and  that  though  fhe  is  too  honeft  to 
fpeak  an  untruth,  (he  has  been  diffident  of  her  own  judgment, 
and  afraid  of  contradidion,  and  has  not  opened  herfelf  with  the 
lirmnefs  flie  would  have  done,  had  flie  been  left  to  herfelf.  The 
fame  obfervation  may  be  made  on  fome  of  the  other  witnefles  to 
the  child’s  perfon.  None  of  them  remember  the  colour  of  his 
hair;  and  it  is  remarkable,  that  Mr.  Breval  and  Mad.  Blainville, 
V.  ho  make  him  a  month  old,  make  him  come  a  week  too  late  to 
Michel’s,  when  he  was  in  reality  three  weeks  old;  and  it  does 
jiot  appear  at  what  time  Mr.  Breval  firft  faw  him. 

SECT.  Vlir. 

Of  Mrs.  Heunf  s  correfpondence  ’with  Jfabel  Walker, 

TH  E  purfuers  memorialift  fuppofes,  that  there  muft  have 
been  two  letters  from  Mrs.  Hewit  to  Jfabel  Walker,  befides 
the  three  letters  produced  at  the  fervice.  In  this  he  has  reafon. 
But  when  he  thinks  it  fingular,  that  Ifabel  Walker  fhould  have 
been  fo  carelefs  about  them,  when  fhe  fo  carefully  preferved  the 
other  three  ;  this  obfervation  is  not  quite  fo  well  founded,  be- 
caufe  it  is  contrary  to  the  evidence ;  for  Ifabel  Walker  has  depofed 
that  thefe  letters  were  preferved  by  accident.  But  it  feems  this 
remark  was  meant  to  introduce  a  refie<ftion  on  Ifabel  Walker,  and 

intimate 
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intimate  that  (he  had  fpoken  of  letters,  which  were  never  written. 

One  of  the  fpeakers  in  Almon’s  book,  p.  303  [a),  is  made  to  re¬ 
mark  very  juftly,  that  if  there  was  another  letter,  it  muft  have 

been  between  the  22d  and  26th  of  July.  This  is  the  proper  place 
to  confider  that  point.  r  r  r 

Mrs.  Hewit  begins  her  letter  to  Ifabel  Walker  of  the  26th  of 
July  with  thefe  words  :  “  Juft  as  I  was  fet  down  to  write  you.  I  Ser,  . 

got  yours  write  on  the  fame  day  I  wrote  to  you,  which  was  the 
•:  2ift  day,  telHng  you  the  happ;  news.”  The’ learned  remo! 
naliit  thinks,  that  this  paragraph  Ihews,  that  it  was  the  firftfrom  Msa.  pt.z. 

her  to  Ifabel  Walker  after  that  of  the  22d.  Perhaps  it  will  fnew  P- 
the  aired:  contrary. 

The  pod  went  every  day  from  Paris  to  Rheims,  and  from 
I^eims  to  Paris.  Mrs.  Hewit’s  letter  written  on  the  2 id,  went 
off  from  Pans  on  the  22d,  and  was  received  at  Rheims  on  the 
23d;  Ifabel  Walker’s  letter  written  alfo  on  the  2id  would  reach 
Mrs.  Hewit  on  the  23d  and  Mrs.  Hewit  fays,  fhe  was  then  fet 
down  to  write  again  to  Ifabel  Walker.  By  this  aukward  phrafe 
me,- means  no  more  than  to  let  Ifabel  Walker  obferve,  that  flie 
had  kept  her  promife  (in  the  letter  wrote  the  2id  of  July)  to  WP.34.E 
write  foon,  and  had  written  on  the  23d,  and  hoped  the  letter  had 
come  to  hand. 

If  we  look  into  Ifabel  Walker’s  depofitions,  we  fliall  find  P.  p.50.  k. 
abundant  matter  for  a  long  letter  at  this  time. — The  change  of  D.p.  367.  b. 

lodgings— the  fick  nurfe— the  difcuffing  pladcrs— the  promife  of _ '  Jo  ^ 

Mr.  Andrieux’s  money,  &c.  But  as  it  is  the  fafhion  with  fome 
people  not  to  believe  Ifabel  Walker,  we  fhall  fetch  the  proof  of 
one  article  from  the  letter  of  the  26th  of  July. 

Mrs.  Hewit  appears  to  be  very  accurate  in, what. relates  to  the 
children  and  their  nurfes.  In  her  very  fhort  letter  written  on  the 
2id  of  July  fhe  had  fent  the  account  of  the  drunken  nurfe  3  in  the 
letter  of  the  26th  of  July  fhe  alludes  to  the  dory  of  the  bad. nurfe,. 
but  does  not  tell  it ;  in  fpeaking  of  Archibald  fhe  fays,  “  El  lock  Serv.  35, 

“  pour  man  !  he  is  had  to  his  nurfes,  but  is  at  lad  got  a  fean  on, 

“  and  he  not  a  beet  the  wore.”  Here  is  a  plain  intimation,  that 
Archibald  had  been  in  the  hands  of  two  badi  nurfes  before  the 
26th  of  July  ;  but  how  was  Ifabel  Walker  to  underdand  this  re¬ 
flection,  unlefs  fhe  had  been  previoufly  acquainted  with  the  dory 
of  the  bad  nurfe?  efpecially  as  Mrs.  Hewit  had  hadily  com¬ 
mended  that  very  woman  in  her  letter  of  the  22d  of  July.  It  is  plain, . 

(a.)  Lord  Hailes, 

that: 
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that  the  whole  ftory  of  that  nurfe  was  told  to  the  maids  before 
the  26th  of  July. 

There  is  a  ftrange  confufion  attending  every  objeaion  to  the 
dates  of  thefe  letters,  becaufe  the  objedion  is  againft  common 
fenfe.  Mr.  Anderfon  has  been  pleafed  to  trifle  with  the  perfon 
lately  referred  to,  and  with  the  public.  At  page  39^  fays» 

<(  The  defender’s  hypothefls  is,  that  the  letter  22d  July  was 
“  written  on  the  2ifl:,  but  dated  22d,  becaufe  it  was  to  be  di^ 

“  patched  on  that  day.  By  parity  of  reafon,  the  defender  niuft 
“  hold  that  the  letter  of  the  26th  of  July  was  written  on  the 
“  2dh,  but  dated  26th,  becaufe  it  was  to  be  difpatched  on  that 
«  day  ’’—This  is  the  way,  which  an  artful  advocate  will  ufe  to 
confound  proof  and  hypothefis.  The  writer  of  this  paflfage  very 
well  knows,  that  the  defender  has  no  hypothefis  about  Mrs.  Hewit  s 
firfl:  letter ;  he  accepts  the  proof  as  he  iinds  it ;  the  letter  is  dated 
Tuly  the  22d,  and  entered  in  the  pocket-book  July  the  21ft ;  but 
he  is  not  by  any  parity  of  reafon  led  to  fuppofe,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  s 
letter  of  July  the  26th  was  written  on  the  25th :  he  believes  that 
all  people  of  bufinefs  date  their  letters  on  the  day  they  intend  to 
difpatch  them,  let  the  time  of  writing  be  ever  fo  premature. 
When  he  argues  that  the  letters  of  this  family  were  generally  writ¬ 
ten  before  they  bear  date,  he  does  not  form  his  argument  by  a 
parity  of  reafoning  from  one  particular  cafe,  but  he  grounds  his 
opinion  upon  two  known  fadts,  that  the  poft  fet  out  pretty  early 
from  Paris,  and  that  more  letters  of  one  date  appear  in  proceft 
than  could  probably  have  been  written  on  the  morning  on  which 
they  bear  date,  or  even  in  one  whole  day. 

'o.  K.  The  purfuers  are  hard  at  fearch  for  a  contradidtion  about  lady 

’  Jane’s  fick  nurfe.  Ifabel  Walker  fays,  Mrs.  Hewit  wrote  her 

2C4.G.  word  lady  Jane  had  a  fick  nurfe.  Mrs.  Hewit  has  depofed,  that 
lady  Jane  was  attended  by  the  deponent  and  by  the  people  of  the 
houfe ;  nor  did  £he  choofe  to  have  any  other.  But  if  Mad.  Le 
Brun  was  a  garde  malade,  why  might  not  one  of  her  people  be 
properly  called  a  fick  nurfe  ? 


SECT. 


Sed.  9. 


Of  the  Jaunt  to  Ferfailles. 
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SECT.  IX. 

Of  the  jaunt  to  Verfailles, 


T  ^  ^  blundering  interpretation  6f  the  note  which  fir  John 
Stewart  left  with  Mrs.  Napier,  which  will  be  mentioned  in  the 
the  higheil  point  of  the  purfuers  prefumptive  proof. 

The  ftory  of  this  journey  to  Verfailles  is  (one  knows  not  why) 
mounted  up  to  the  fecond.  In  xefped  therefore  to  the  rank  it 
bears  in  the  purfuers  efteem,  rather  than  on  account  of  its  real 
importance  in  the  caufe,  it  merits  a  particular  conhderation. 

Mrs.  Hewit  has  depofed,  That  during  their  flay  at  Paris  at  P.P. 

this  time,  lady  Jane,  the  deponent,  and  fir  John  Stewart 

-  never  went  to  Verfailles.^  Sir  John  Stewart  has  alfo  faid’,  Ded. 

c.  so  out  of  the  houfe  to  take  the  air  till 

fhe  went  to  Dammartin.’' 


253.  K. 


12.  A. 


Mad.  Blainyille,  the  widow,  to  whom  they  own  themfelves 
obliged,  has,  in  oppofition  to  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit,  given  an 
account  of  one  party  to  Verfailles,  and  of  a  fecond  round  the 
ftreets  of  Pans,  at  both  which  the  witnefs  herfelf  affifled.  She 

accompanied  the  two  ladies  and  the  gentleman  to  P.P.  127.  h. 
Verfailles ;  that  they  faw  the  gallery  and  chamber  of  audience, 

walked  in  the  labyrinth  half  an  hour  or  three  quarters  “  *  &  _ 

‘‘  que  la  dame  parut  fatiguee  &  s’appuyoit  fur  la  depofante  •  &  que 
“  le  monfieur  lui  ayant  propofe  d’aller  voir  le  pare,  elle  n  a  voulut 
pas  parce  qu’elle  ^toit  fatigude ;  que  de  la  ils  allerent  dans  une 

auberge  a  Verfailles,  ou  ils  dinerent  &  revinrent  a  Paris  la  meme 
jour.” 

This  witnefs  continues  her  accounts  by  renting,  that  on  the _ 128.B. 

next^  or  fecond  day  after,  they  went  to  view  the  places  at  Paris ; 
and  gives  a  very  graphical  plan  of  her  fecond  party;  and  fays^ 
that  in  the  courfe  of  this  tour  they  flopt  at  Mad.  Goury’s,  wh4e 
Ihe  left  word,  that  fhe  was  ready  to  enter  into  that  lady’s  fervice 
the  next  day.  She  went  accordingly. 


There  is  nothing  in  thefe  accounts,  of  which  fir  John  Stewart 
or  Mrs.  Hewit  could  be  afhamed.  A  little  tour  throuo-h  the 
flreets  is  a  mere  nothing;  the  trip  to  Verfailles  feventeen  or 


cs 


That  the  lady  appeared  fatigued  and  leaned  upon  the  deponent,  and  the  gentleman 
having  propofed  to  go  and  fee  the  Park,  Ihe  refufed,  becaufe  Ihe  was  fatigued  :  after 

which  they  went  to  an  jnn  at  Verfailles,  where  they  dined,  and  returned  to  Paris  the  fame 
day.” 

L  1  eighteen 


—  35-c 
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eighteen  days  after  the  delivery  was  little  more,  efpecially  as  lady 
Jane  was  in  private,  not  fubjeft  to  the  formalities  of  a  lying-in, 
Serv.  3+.  E.  and  took  care  to  be  properly  cloathed  :  befides,  the  is  faid  to  have 
■'  '  complained  of  fatigue,  and  it  appears  by  letters  wri«en  at  the 
time,  that  her  ladyihip  was  rather  untradtable,  and  that  ihe  was 
not  fo  ftrong  at  Dammartin  as  flie  had  been  on  the  26th  or  July* 

Yet  there  is  ftill  great  reafon  to  rejedt  this  account.  There  is 
an  air  of  vanity  and  importance  which  reigns  through  every  part 
of  Mad.  Blainville’s  depofition,  and  betrays  a  great  want  of  un- 
derftanding  i  but  as  fhe  may  have  innocently  fallen  into  her 
miftakes,  numerous  as  they  are,  an  hbneft  man  would  wiih  to 
treat  her  cafe  with  candor,  and  find  the  caufe  of  them  it 

he  can. 


We  mufl:  commence  with  a  remark  or  two. 

Mad.  Goury’s  certificate  already  mentioned,  to  which  the  wit- 
nefs  herfelf  fubmits,  proves  that  fhe  entered  into  that  lady’s  fer- 
vice  on  the  29th  of  July  1748  ;  confequently  the  jaunt  to  Ver- 
failles  remains  dated  on  the  27th,  and  the  lefler  party  through  the 
fireets  on  the  28th. 

It  is  to  be  obferved  in  the  firft  place,  that  thefe  are  not  the 
dates  originally  fixed  to  thefe  ftories  when  they  were  firft  applied 
to  lady  Jane.  When  Mad.  Blainville  was  examined  before  the 
E.P.  128.  H.  Tournelle,  (he  told  the  court  that  flie  went  to  Mad.  Goury’s  on 
the  8th  of  Auguft.  For  this  miftake  fhe  makes  fuch  an  excufe  as 
fhe  can :  in  correfpondence  with  the  original  date,  the  party  to 
Verfailles  took  place  on  the  6th  of  Auguft,  and  the  tour  through 
the  ftreets  on  the  7th. 

It  is  to  be  remarked  too,  that  the  train  of  incidents  found  in 
Mad.  Blainville’s  prefent  depofition  is  exadtly  fuited  to  this  ori¬ 
ginal  date.  The  child  we  know  was  carried  to  nurfe  Favre’s  on 

_ the  26th  of  July.  Mad.  Blainville  fays,  “  Que  le  lendemain 

“  ou  le  fur  lendemain  la  dame  alia  chez  la  nourriffe  j  que  n’ayant 
pas  parle  au  monfieur  ni  aux  dames  pendant  deux  ou  trois  jours, 

_ 127.  E.  “  au  bout  de  ce  terns  le  monfieur  lui  propofa  d  accompagner  les 

“  dames  a  Verfailles.  La  depofante  lui  repondit,  qu’elle  etoit  re- 

‘‘  tenue  pour  entrer  en  condition  j  mais  nayant  point  vu  Ver- 
^  “  failles. 


*  “  That  the  next  day,  or  the  day  after,  the  lady  went  to  the  nurfe’s  houfe  ;  that  after 
this  Ihe  did  not  fpeak  to  the  gentleman  or  ladies  for  two  or  three  days,  at  the 
which  ume  the  gentleman  propofed  to  her  to  accompany  the  ladies  to  Verfailles^; 
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“  failles,  elle  retourna  chez  Mad.  Goury  pour  la  prier  de  lui  a  ac- 
“  corder  uiie  huitaine  des  jours.’"  According  to  this  computation, 
lir  John  Stewart  invited  her  on  the  30th  or  31ft  of  July :  an  in¬ 
dulgence  of  a  week  or  eight  days  was  the  precife  time  which  fhe 
was  obliged  to  afk,  in  order  to  partake  of  a  party  of  pleafure  on 
the  6th  or  7th  of  Augufl. 

Let  us  now  candidly  examine  the  French  account  of  this 
tranfadlion. 

1 .  We  muft  pay  due  refped  to  the  original  witnefs,  and  enquire 
whether  Mad.  Blainville’s  account  is  credible. 

2.  We  muft  fee  what  fupport  it  will  receive  from  Mad. 

Michel. 

3.  In  order  to  a  confirmation  or  refutation  of  fir  John  and  Mrs. 

Hewit’s  account,  we  mufl  keep  a  fliarp  eye  at  Mr.  Michel’s  door, 
and  obferve  whether  lady  Jane  went  out  at  all  till  fhe  went  to 
Dammartin. 

I.  Let  us  eflimate  the  credit  due  to  Mad.  Blainville  in  this 
particular. 

Mad.  Blainville  perfuaded,  it  may  be,  that  the  fadis  happened 
in  the  order  fhe  had  at  firfl  related  them,  and  obliged  to  acknow¬ 
ledge  that  file  had  miftaken  the  dates,  has  been  led,  by  an  invin¬ 
cible  error  in  memory,  to  carry  back  the  removal  of  the  child  to 
nurfe  Favre’s  fix  days.  But  this  is  a  liberty  in  which  fhe  cannot 
be  indulged ;  the  beginning  of  the  flory  is  as  determinate  as  the 
end;  and  whatever  ^e  relates  mufl  be  confined  within  the  com- 
pafs  of  three  days,  between  the  hour  at  which  the  child  was  car¬ 
ried  to  nurfe  Favre’s  on  the  26th,  and  the  hour  at  which  fhe  re¬ 
moved  to  Mad.  Goury’s  on  the  29th. 

This  being  the  cafe,  it  is  plain,  that  the  bare  produdion  of  Mad. 

Goury’s  certificate  renders  her  whole  flory  incredible.  She  fpeaks  P.  P.  12^.  c* 
of  two  vifits  made  to  the  child  by  lady  Jane  ;  two  vifits  which 
fhe  herfelf  made  to  the  child  "  afterwards;  of  an  interval  of®  — 130. h. 
two  or  three  days,  in  which  flie  neither  faw  the  gentleman  or  b  —  ,27.0. 
the  ladies  ;  and  of  two  days  fpent  in  parties  of  pleafure.  It  is 
impofiible  that  thefe  things  can  be  true  ;  the  farthefl  point  to 
which  the  mofl  candid  perfon  can  extend  his  belief  is,  to  fup- 
pofe  that  there  may  be  fome  truth  at  the  bottom,  amongfl  a  great 
deal  of  falfliood.  The  purfuers  memorialifl  would  allow  us  to 

«  ponent  anfwered,  that  fhe  was  engaged  to  enter  into  a  fervice ;  but  as  fhe  had  not  feen 

Verfailles,  fhe  returned  to  Mad.  Goury’s,  to  beg  of  her  to  allow  her  eight  days. 

L  1  2  deny 


2^0 


Of  the  ^aunt  to  V erfailles^  Part  IV. 

deny  every  other  fa(5t,  provided  we  would  admit  the  journey  to 
'  Verfailles :  but  he  can  never  give  any  reafon  for  this  preference, 
except  that  the  journey  to  Verfailles  is  difavowed  by  fir  John 
Stewart  and  Mrs.  Hewit. 

Mofi:  perfons  would  think,  that  this  denial  by  two  people  is  a 
fufiicient  reafon  for  fufped:ing  at  leafi,  that  the  point  they  de¬ 
nied  is  the  grand  miftakc  :  but,  happily  for  Mr.  Douglas,  he 
does  not  reft  on  Mrs.  Hewit’s  and  fir  John^s  aflertions  alone , 
Mad.  Blainville  has  furnifiied  proof  againft  herfelf. 

Mad.  Blainville  fays,  fhe  was  obliged  to  aik  Mad.  Goury's 
permifiion  to  defer  her  entry  into  the  fervice,  to  which  fhe  was 
engaged.  Mad.  Goury  denies  that  file  ever  gave  fuch  permifiiofli. 
D.p.  304.  D.  She  declares,  “  *  Qu’elle  Mad.  Blainville.  eft  entree  chez  moi  le 
“  jour  ou  le  lendemain  du  jour  que  je  I’ai  retenue;  &  que  je  ne 
“  crois  pas  qu’elLe  m’ait  demande  apres  I’avoir  retenue  quelques 
“  jours  de  delay  avant  d’entrer  avec  moi." 

Mad.  Blainville  herfelf  has  fhewn  that  Mad.  Goury  is  in  the 
right ;  file  fays,  that  Mad.  Stewart  invited  her  into  her  fervice, 
and  wifiied  to  condudl  her  to  England ;  but  fhe  declined  the  offer,. 
P.  P.  127.K.  and  anfv/ered,  “  -J*  J"y  confentirois  volontiers  fi  je  n’avois  point 
“  d’enfant ;  mais  j’en  ai  deux  que  je  n.e  veux  point  perdre  de  vue.’^ 
Why  did  fhe  not  give  the  true  reafon,  if  Ihe  was  really  engaged 
in  the  fervice  of  fo  refpedable  a  lady  as  Mad.  Goury  ?. 

Sir  John  Stewart  gives  a  different  turn  to  the  converfation> 
which  is  much  more  credible  when  we  refledl  on  the  different  rank 
Decl.  4.  E.  of  lady  Jane  Douglas  and  Mad.  Blainville.  He  fays,  “  that  the 
widow  wanted  to  go  along  with  lady  Jane,  but  the  circum- 
“  fiances  in  point  of  fortune  fiie  and  the  declarant  were  then  in, 
P.P.  253.C.  “  could  not  admit  of  it.”  And  Mrs.  Hewit  fays,  “  fhe  after- 
wards  offered  to  hire  herfelf  as  a  fervant  to  lady  Jane.’^  Whe¬ 
ther  this  or  Mad.  Blainville’s  account  be  the  moft  accurate,  it  is 
clear  fhe  had  no  fixed  fervice  before  the  28th  of  July.  Mr.  Vail- 
lant  too,  who  is  introduced  by  the  purfuers  to  tell  us  that  he  heard 
132.  D.  Mad.  Blainville  fpeak  of  her  party  to  Verfailles,  fays  it  muft  have 
happened  before  fhe  was  hired  to  Mad.  Goury. 


•  “  That  Mad.  Blainville  entered  on  my  fervice  the  day,  or  the  day  after,  I  engaged  he?; 
“  and  that  I  do  not  believe  that  Ihe  afked  me  a  delay  of  fome  days  before  fhe  entered  on  my 
“  fervice.”  , 

f  “  I  would  willingly  go  if  I  had  no  children,  but  I  have  two,  which  I  am  un.willing 
to  lofe  fight  of/’ 

Whether 
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Whether  Mad.  Blainville  did  or  did  not  go  to  Verfailles  about 
this  time,  is  not  the  fubjed:  of  difpute,  but  whether  (he  went 
with  lady  Jane.  If  fhe  went  with  the  company  fhe  has  named, 
it  muft  have  been  on  one  or  other  of  the  two  laft  days  of  her  re- 
fidence  at  the  Hotel  D’ Anjou  j  (he  knows  it  muft,  and  therefore 
Ihe  has  combined  the  ftory  of  the  jaunt  with  her  entry  at  Mad. 

Goury’s  :  but  this  combination  is  purely  imaginary.  Thefe  two 
incidents  are  perfedly  diftind:,  and  have  no  connedion  with  each 
other.  By  this  means  the  dory  is  diverted  of  the  only  circumrtance, 
by  which  the  witnefs  herfelf  has  attempted  to  fix  it  within  the 
time  of  her  acquaintance  with  fir  John  Stewart  and  lady  Jane  j 
and  it  remains  without  any  intrinfic  fupport,  but  the  bare  afTertioa 
of  this  vifionary  and  unintelligible  witnefs. 

2.  Mad.  Blainville’s  account  is  therefore  impofiible,  and  the 
particular  incident  of  the  party  to  Verfailles  is  liable  to  a  fpecial 
charge  of  inaccuracy  and  mirtake.  It  is  imagined  the  purfuers 
will  not  rert  on  the  intrinfic  merit  and  credibility  of  this  witnefs. 

Their  learned  memorialirt  has  flipt  over  all  the  irregularities  of  her 
dates,  and  relies  on  the  fupplementary  proof  which  is  brought  to 
fupport  the  general  rtory.  Three  witnefles  from  Mad.  Goury’s  P.P.  132. c. 

have  been  brought  to  prove,  that  fhe  told  this  rtory  there.  Mr. - 

Breval »  fays,  he  was  told  it  by  Mad.  Blainville  at  the  time.  Mr.  a. 

Michel "  heard  it  too,  but  does  not  fay  from  whence  he  got  his  »> _ 124.  k. 

information.  And  Mad.  Michel  is  as  particular  as  the  rert,  and  _ 114.C. 

fays,  ^  qu’  immediatement  apres  que  la  dame  Favre  eut  pris  I’en- 
‘‘  fant  chez  elle,  peutetre  le  fecond  jour  apres,  ces  trois  etrangers 
“  firent  un  voyage  a  Verfailles  dans  un  carorte  de  remife  avec  la 
“  dame  Blainville,  et  revinrent  le  meme  jour,  et  en  revenant 
“  vifiterent  les  places  de  Paris  3  que  pour  que  Mad.  Blainville  put 
“  fairece  voyage  avec  eux,  le  monfieur  en  allant  a  Verfailles  fit 
‘‘  arreter  le  carorte  a  la  port  de  la  dame  Goury,  chez  qui  la  dite 
**  dame  Blainville  devoit  entrer  en  fervice  le  meme  jour,  et  de- 
“  manda  a  la  dite  dame  Goury  permiffion  pour  la  dite  dame 
“  Blainville  d’aller  a  Verfailles  avec  eux  \  laquelle  permiflion  la 
dite  dame  Goury  accorda,  au  moyen  de  quoi  la  dame  Blainville. 

“  n^entra 


*  “  That  immediately  after  Mad.  Favre  had  carried  the  child  to  her  houfe,  perhaps  the 
“  fecond  day  after,  thefe  thiee  (Irangers  went  to  Verfailles,  in  a  hired  coach,  with  Mad. 
“  Blainville,  leturned  the  fame  day,  and  on  their  way  back  they  vifited  the  fquares  of  Pa- 
“  ris ;  that  in  order  that  Mad.  Blainville  might  make  this  journey  with  them,  the  gentleman 
“  in  going  to  Verfailles  (lopped  the  coach  at  Mad.  Goury’s  door,  on  vvhofe  fervice  Mad. 
“  Blainville  was  to  have  entered  that  day,  andaUced  Mad.  Goury’s  leave  for  Mad.  Blainville 
“  to  go  to  Verfailles,  which  Mad.  Goury  agreed  to  give,  by  which  means  Mad,  Blainville 

“  did 
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n’entra  a  fon  fervice  que  le  lendemain  :  que  c’eft  ainfi  que  la 
“  dite  dame  Blainville  la  reconta  a  fon  retour  de  Verfailles  a  la 

“  depofante.” 

Of  thefe  witnefles,  who  plainly  tell  the  fame  (lory,  though  with 
confiderable  variations.  Mad.  Michel  alone  deferves  attention,  be- 
caufe  her  account  is  not  chargeable  with  thofe  abfurdities  which 
appear  in  Mad.  Blainville's  depofition  ;  all  the  incidents  (he  relates 
follow  each  other  with  propriety,  and,  except  that  (he  makes 
nurfe  Favre  ftay  at  the  Hotel  D’ Anjou  a  night  too  long,  all 
her  dates  are  exaft,  and  the  fame  which  are  already  fated  in  the 
preceding  feaions.  Yet  notwithfanding  all  this  appearance  of 
regularity.  Mad.  Michel’s  account  is  juf  as  inadmiffible  as  the 

former. 

Firft,  Mad.  Michel  fays,  that  Mad.  Blainville  told  her  that  they 
ftopped’atMad.Goury’s  on  their  way  to  Verfailles  to  defire  leave  of 
ab^nce.  All  this  application  to  Mad.  Goury  is  feen  already  to  be 
purely  imaginary  ;  it  is  a  circumftance  recently  worked  up  by 
imperfedt  recolledlion  at  the  end  of  feventeen  years.  Mad.  Blain¬ 
ville  could  not  poffibly  have  told  it  at  her  return  from  Verfailles, 
becaufe  the  whole  fadt  is  falfe. 

Next  we  may  obferve,  that  Mad.  Michel  dates  the  party  to 
Verfailles  on  the  very  day  before  Mad.  Blainville  left  the  houfe, 
that  is  on  the  28th  of  July.  She  cannot  make  her  ftory  confift- 
ent,  if  Ihe  gives  it  any  other  date.  But  Mad.  Blainville  herfelf 
abfolutely  denies  that  die  went  to  Verfailles  on  that  day  5  die 
fays  die  was  abroad  twice,  and  that  the  party  to  Verfailles  was 
previous  to  the  little  tour  through  the  dreets.  Her  daughter,  who 
fays  die  was  of  the  lad:  party,  never  went  to  Verfailles.  It  is 
plain  therefore,  that  there  is  dill  fuch  confufion  in  thefe  accounts, 
as  totally  dedroys  their  credit. 

3.  It  may  perhaps  be  thought  by  fonie,  that  though  the  account 
of  the  journey  to  Verfailles,  and  other  jaunts  mentioned  by  Mad. 
Blainville  are  confufed,  contradidtory,  and  cannot  all  be  true ; 
yet  that  it  may  have  happened  ;  and  that  at  lead  it  appears  by  the 
French  witnedes  that  lady  Jane  went  abroad,  which  is  contrary 
to  the  adertions  of  fir  John  Stewart  and  Mrs.  Hewit. 

It  is  very  true,  that  the  witnedes  at  Michel’s  have  agreed  that 
^  lady  Jane  went  abroad  :  it  is  alfo  true,  that  nurfe  Favre,  who  dept 


did  rot  enter  into  her  fervice  till  next  day  \  land  that  it  wao  in  this  manner  that  Mad. 
Blainville  mentioned  the  affair  to  the  deponent  on  her  return  from  Verfailles.” 

four 
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four  nights  in  the  clofet  within  lady  Jane’s  chamber,  and  was  more 
converlant  in  her  apartment  afterwards  than  any  other  witnefs  in 
procels,  (for  the  maid  who  waited  on  lady  Jane  is  dead)  never  faw 
or  heard  that  fhe  went  out;  in  particular  this  woman  is  fare,  in 
exprefs  contradidion  to  Mad.  Blainville,  that  lady  lane  never  came 
to  her  houfe  to  fee  the  child. 

Mad.  Favre  has  alfo  faid,  *  "  que  le  monfieur  vint  deux  ou  trois  , 
fms  par  jour  pour  voir  I’enfant and  this  account  is  confirmed 
by  her  huiband  ;  he  fays’  f  “  que  pendant  que  cet  enfant  etranger  I 
etoit  chez  lui  a  Parts,  fa  femme  lui  a  dit,  que  le  pere  de  Pcntant 
eft  venu  fouvent  voir  I’enfant,  quelques  fois  deux  fois  par  jour; 

&  quil  ny  avoitpas  de  jour  qu’il  n'y  vint  plutot  deux  fois 
qu  une  pis  is  more  than  negative  proof.  The  alhrmation 
of  thefe  people  that  fir  John  came  to  fee  his  child  every  day,  and 
geneply  pice  a  day,  is  pofitive  ;  and  it  is  diredlly  contradidlory 
to  Mad.  Blainville  s  aflertion,  that  fir  John  Stewart  was  abfent  a 
whole  day  on  the  party  to  Verfailles. 

But  we  need  not  go  out  of  the  hotel  d’Anjou  for  a  full  refutation 
of  all  thefe  ftories  ;  thefe  very  witneffes  themfelves  have  finned  to 
their  own  difgrace.  Mad.  Blainville  has  given  a  particular  defcrip- 

tion  of  this  apartment,  which  deferves  to  be  reconfidered  on  this 
occafion. 

IVIad.  Blainvi41e  had  done  the  family  lome  fervice  on  the  even¬ 
ing  on  which  the  child  was  brought ;  from  that  evening  till  the 
child  was  carried  to  nurfe  Favre’s,  Ihe  never  went  into  lady  Jane’s 
room ;  (he  never  faw  the  child  a  fecond  time  at  Michel’s ;  and 
nurfe  Favre  neither  faw  her  or  heard  of  her  i  it  is  plain  there¬ 
fore,  that  all  her  obfervations  were  made,  as  (he  fays  they  were,  P, 
after  the  child  was  gone  to  the  nurfe’s  houfe,  that  is,  after 
the  26th  of  July.  It  is  certain  then,  that  the  following  obferva¬ 
tions  on  lady  Jane’s  room  were  made  by  this  witnefs  on  the  27th 
and  28th  of  July. — She  fays,  “  +  que  les  fenetres  de  fa  chambre  — 
“  furent  toujours  fermees  jufqu’a  fa  premiere  fortie  pour  voir 


*  “  That  the  gentleman  came  two  or  three  times  a  day  to  fee  the  child,” 
t  “  That  during  the  time  that  the  foreign  child  was  in  his  houfe  at  Paris,  his  wife  told 
him,  that  the  child  s  father  came  often  to  fee  the  child,  fometimes twice  a  day,  and  there 
“  was  no  day  on  which  he  did  not  come  ofcener  twice  than  once.” 

X  “  That  the  windows  of  her  apartments  were  always  Ihut  until  fhe  went  abroad  lirft  to 
‘  lee  her  child;  and  that  the  deponent  and  Mr.  and  Mad.  Creval  faid  to  each  other,  that 
t  ey  wqe  not  furprifed  that  the  windows  of  the  apartment  were  always  kept  fhut,  becaufe 

**  the  air  is  not  good  for  a  woman  newly  brought  to>bed.” 

**  fon 
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fon  enfant;  &  que  k  depofante  Monfieur  &  Mad-  Breval  di- 
“  foient  entr’eux,  qu’ils  n’etoient  pas  furpns  que  les  fenetres  fu  - 
“  fent  toujours  fermees,  pareeque  I’air  ne  valoit  rien  pour  les 

«  femmes  neuvellement  accouchee.”  Mad.  V 

not  fo  abfurdas  to  place  lady  Jane's  vifits  to  the  child  and  the 
iournev  to  Verfailles  at  the  time  the  chamber  was  m  this  clofe con¬ 
dition^  flie  places  them  fucceffively  on  the  fifth  or  fixth  days  a  er 
the  chamber*^  was  open  and  aired  :  but  Mad.  Goury  s  certificate, 
which  Mad.  Blainvillc  had  not  feen  when  ftie  was  firft 
has  brought  thefe  adventures  back  to  the  very  day  on  which  Mad. 
Blainville  obferved  that  the  chamber  was  clofe  and  hot,  and  t 
ladv  lane  took  care  of  herfelf  like  a  lying-in  woman.— Let  the 
warmeft  profecutor  of  Mr.  Douglas  Hand  forth,  and  make  this 
afl'ertion  confiftent  with  the  journey  to  Verfailles  on  the  27th  of 
July,  on  the  very  day  after  the  child  was  fent  to  Favre  s. 

We  have  therefore  the  teftimony  of  Mad.  Blainville,  which  fhe 
confirms  by  an  appeal  to  Mr.  Breval,  joined  to  that  of  nurfe  Favie, 
that  lady  kne  did  not  go  out  of  her  fick  chamber  before  the  29th 
of  July  I  and  as  to  what  pafled  after  this  bufy  woman  had  left  the 
hoL!  U  have  only  to  obferve,  that  not  one  of  the  French  wit- 
neffes,  except  nurfe  Favre,  pretends  to  recoiled  a  Angle  circum- 
llance  of  thLondudl  of  fir  John  Stewart  and  lady  Jane  till  they 
•  quitted  the  hotel.-This  is  a  ftriking  FO^f  that  the  memories  of 
die  other  witnelfes  have  been  recently  allifted  by  Mad.  Blain- 
ville’s  vifionary  imagination. 

It  is  clear  then,  that  lady  Jane  did  not  go  out  to  take  air  till 
die  went  to  Dammartia:  to  conclude  therefore  this  tedious  dif- 
quifition,  let  us  fum  up  all  that  has  ever  been  faid  about  Ver- 

failles. 

In  i7c6  Mad.  Michel  faid,  that  Mad.  Stewart  kept  her  bed  on 
„  account  of  her  being  lately  brought  to-bed,  as  flie  believes,  fome- 

"  where  nigh  Verfailles.  In; Oaober  1762,  when  die  was  reminded 
f  cirrnnnt  fhe  had  given  eight  years  before,  flie  faid  the  fact 

arrival  (that  is,  when  die  had  ceafed  to  keep  her  bed)  (he  went 
with  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit,  and  fetched  her  child  from  fome 
place  near  Verfailles.  This  fecond  account  the  Michels  give  up, 
fn  complaifance  to  fir  John’s  declaration.  Sir  John  had  hud  the 
nurfe  cLe  from  St.  Germain’s,  and  therefore  the  child  muftcotne 
from  St.  Germain’s  too.  About  the  fame  time  Mad.  Blainville 
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came  into  conference  :  flie  did  not  pretend  to  know  where  lady 
Jane  was  brought  to-bed,  or  from  whence  the  child  was  brought; 
but  file  remembers  that  flie  went  with  lady  Jane  in  a  party  of  plea- 
fure  to  Verfailles :  then  the  Michels  change  their  ftory  a  third 
time  ;  all  they  themfelves  had  recolledled  about  Verfailles  is  a  mif- 
take,  and  they  too  remember  it  was  a  party  of  pleafure. 

But  when  did  this  party  of  pleafure  take  place  ?  This  point  was 
eafily  fettled  in  1763  :  lady  Jane  was  thought  to  have  been  four 
or  five  weeks  at  the  hotel  d’Anjou  :  Mad.  Blainville  herfelf  thought 
fhe  had  ftaid  there  till  the  8th  of  Augufl ;  the  party  to  Verfailles 
was  dated  a  day  or  two  before  fhe  went,  when  lady  Jane  had  been 
delivered  near  a  month,  and  every  thing  which  the  witneffes  were 
then  inclined  to  fay,  was  reduced  into  order  and  confiflency. 

When  Mad.  Goury’s  certificate  was  difcovered,  all  thefe  flories 
were  thrown  into  confufion  :  Mad.  Blainville,  though  fhe  admits 
the  authority  of  Mad.  Goury’s  regifter,  and  owns  that  fhe  left  Mi¬ 
chel’s  on  the  29th  of  July,  goes  on  with  her  tale  in  diredt  contra¬ 
diction  to  this  written  evidence,  which  fhe  herfelf  avows  to  be 
true.  The  Michels  correCt  their  erroneous  dates,  but  give  up 
none  of  the  fadts,  and  by  that  means  they  remain  dated  in  oppo- 
fition  to  what  they  and  every  other  witnefs  in  proceis  have  uni¬ 
formly  faid  of  the  flate  of  lady  Jane’s  health. 

This  is  not  all  ;  Mad.  Goury  and  her  maitre  d’hotel  declare, 
that  this  party  did  not  happen  after  Mad.  Blainville  had  engaged 
in  that  lady’s  fervice  :  what  then  can  we  do  with  it  to  fave  the 
credit  of  thefe  witneffes,  but  bring  it  back  to  the  time  at  which 
Mad.  Michel  has  firfl  dated  it  in  1 756,  to  the  time  when  lady  Jane 
arrived  at  Michel’s  ?  But  then  the  party  was  made  with  fome  other 
company,  for  Mad.  Blainville  was  not  introduced  to  lady  J^ne  till 
after  the  child  was  brought.  This  feems  to  have  been  the  real 
cafe:  Mad.  Michel  combined  lady  Jane  and  Verfailles,  through 
defeCl  of  memory,  in  175b,  and  has  puzzled  herfelf  ever  fince. 

The  French  evidence,  as  far  as  it  agrees  with  Mrs.  Hewit,  is 
clear  and  confiftent,  and  at  all  times  invariably  the  fame.  All 
thefe  witneffes  have  always  faid,  and  fiill  fay,  that  lady  Jane  s 
whole  appearance  and  conduCt  was  that  of  a  woman  recently  de¬ 
livered.  The  Michel  family  below  flairs  believed  for  more  than 
fourteen  years,  from  July  1748  to  OClober  1762,  that  lady  Jane 
kept  her  bed  during  the  firfl  four  or  five  days  that  fhe  lodged  at  the 
hotel  d’ Anjou.  Nurfe  Favre  and  Mrs.  Hewit  were  in  the  cham- 
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ber,  and  are  llirer  witnefTes ;  they  agree  that  lady  Jane  was  not 
much  in  bed  j  but  all  above  and  below  flairs  agreed  till  this  pro- 
cefs  began,  that  Ihe  never  went  out ;  and  nurfe  Favre  fays  the 
fame  now.  When  the  nurfe  left  the  apartment.  Mad.  Blainville 
came  in,  and  Ihe  alfo  attefls,  that  lady  Jane’s  room  was  kept 
conftantly  clofe  like  a  lying-in  chamber.  After  Mad.  Blain¬ 
ville  was  gone  on  July  the  29th,  the  nurfe  made  frequent  vidts 
with  the  child,  and  allures  us,  that  Lady  Jane  kept  her  room,  had 
a  particular  diet,  and  did  not  eat  and  drink  with  the  family  till  fhe 
arrived  at  Dammartin. 

This  part  of  the  French  evidence  is  perfedlly  condftent,  and 
agrees  v/ith  dr  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit ;  it  is  a  full  proof  of  lady 
Jane’s  reconvalefcence,  and  of  Mrs  Hewit's  integrity. 
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T  T  is  time  to  take  our  leave  of  the  Michels.  Mad.  Blainville 
left  Michel’s  on  the  29th.  It  appears  by  the  books,  that  one 
Mr.  Clavaros  took  the  apartment  occupied  by  dr  John  on  the  31ft 
of  July,'  and  Mad.  Michel  depofes,  that  he  did  not  come  to  re- 
dde  in  it  till  fome  days  later.  Mad.  Michel  fuppofes,  that  dr 
John  and  lady  Jane  daid  ten  or  twelve  days  after  the  departure 
of  Mad  Blainville;  Mr.  Michel  fays  feven  or  eight  days. — Nurfe 
Favre  ^  thinks  fhe  kept  the  child  at  her  houfe  two  or  three  weeks. 
Thefe  numbers  are  all  too  large  :  and  fo  are  all  the  parole  com¬ 
putations  of  the  reddence  of  lady  Jane  at  Dammartin.  The  pur- 
fuers  learned  memorialift,  as  if  he  were  afraid  ever  to  be  exadf, 
parades  with  thefe  latter  numbers  in  detail,  which  he  calls  a  proof 
that  they  left  Michel’s  on  the  31ft  of  July  ;  for  the  departure  from 
Dammartin  to  Rheims  is  dxed  by  written  evidence,  which  can¬ 
not  be  difputed. 

Mrs.  Hewit  fays  in  her  letter  to  the  maids  of  the  26th  of  July, 
that  they  were  to  go  in  eight  days ;  fo  that  if  they  kept  to  their 
intention,  they  fet  out  on  the  3d  of  Augud.  Their  departure 
P.  P.  139.  c.  could  not  be  later  than  the  4th  ;  becaufe  nurfe  Favre  fays,  that  her 
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child,  whom  fhe  carried  thither  in  good  health,  died  “  au  bout 
**  de\^  jours  de  maladie  and  it  appears  by  the  parifh  rcgider, 
that  he  was  buried  the  9th  of  Augufl; ; — he  died  on  the  8th. 

Mrs. 
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Mrs.  Hewit  fays,  the  dodtor  advifed  them  to  go  into  the  coun-  Serv.  35.  d. 
try  for  air.  Nurfe  Favre  fays,  that  as  die  could  not  accompany  P.  P.138.C. 
the  Grangers  to  Rheims,  and  they  could  find  no  other  nurfe  who 
would,  die  advifed  them  to  go  to  Dammartin,  which  was  her  na¬ 
tive  place,  where  die  had  many  acquaintance,  and  where  they 
would  more  eafily  find  a  nurfe  to  their  widi.  And  thus  after 
they  had  refided  fifteen  days  in  an  hotel  garnie,  where,  as  the 
purfuers  confefs,  fir  John  left  his  name  in  his  own  hand-writing; 
after  they  had  trufted  their  child  to  the  fird;  nurfe  propofed  by 
Mad.  Michel,  they  now  follow  this  woman,  of  whom  they  know 
little,  to  a  place  they  know  lefs.  All  this  indifference  the  pur- 
Yuers  think  perfedtly  confident  with  the  fecret  guilt  of  having  dolen 
the  child  they  carried  with  them. 


SECT.  XI. 

Of  the  perfons  of  Lady  Jane  and  the  child  at  Dammartin. 

^JP  H  E  only  fredi  witnefs  of  what  paffed  at  Dammartin  is  Mad.  r 

Daux,  who  is  adduced  by  the  defender.  She  defcribes  lady  d.P.  138.  f. 
Jane  thus  :  *  qu’elle  avoit  fair  pale;  qu’elle  avoit  une  coef- 

“  fure  ronde  &  plate,  telle  qu’en  porte  une  femme  convalef9ente, 

**  comme  clle  en  avoit  fair ;  &  ffait  que  7  ou  8  jours  apres  quc _ 139.  b. 

la  depofante  I’eut  vue,  elle  paroiffoit  fe  porter  un  peu  mieux.” — 

Of  the  child  die  fays,  “  -f*  qu’elle  I’a  tenu  dans  fes  bras,  &  qu’il  lui  — - - -  e. 

paroiffoit  avoir  environ  2  ou  3  mois,  fans  pouvoir  neanmoins 
“  affurer  quel  age  il  avoit.”  The  child  it  feems  is  finely  grown 
with  the  country  air.  Mad.  Daux  fays,  fhe  faw  Mad.  Stewart  four 
or  five  days  after  her  arrival ;  which  could  not  be  later  than  the 
7th  or  eighth  of  Augud,  when  Mignon’s  child  was  forty  days  old, 
and  Archibald  twenty-eight.  It  is  not  to  be  expelled,  that  at  this 
period  die  could  tell  the  child’s  age  with  the  precifion  required  in 
this  procefs ;  yet  die  might  certainly  have  made  a  better  guefs. 

The  next  witnefs  will  make  ample  amends. 


•  “  That  flie  had  a  lickly  appearance;  that  lier  head  was  drefled  in  a  round  and  flat  man- 
ner,  as  a  woman  recovering  from  an  illnefs,  as  fhe  appeared  to  be  ;  and  knows,  that 
feven  or  eight  days  after  fhe  had  feen  her,  fhe  appeared  in  better  health.” 

f  That  fhe  had  him  in  her  arms,  and  that  he  appeared  about  two  or  three  months 
"  old,  without  bein^  able  neverthelefs  to  fay  precifely  what  age  he  was.” 

Mm2  Mad, 
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6/  S/r  Join  Stewart's  Return  to  Godefrots.  Part  IV. 

Mad.  Daux  goes  on,  ‘‘  %  enfant  etoit  brun,  mais  qu’il 

**  pourroit  avoir  change  avec  I’age.”  This  is  the  language  of  the 
purfuers.  We  (hoiild  however  obferve,  that  the  child  was  IHII 
in  the  hands  of  nurfe  Favre,  when  Mad.  Daux  faw  him ;  and  that 
nurfe  Favre  fwears  he  was  w/iite  at  the  very  fame  time  that  Mad. 
Daux  fwears  he  was  brown  s  whefice  we  may  judge  what  depen¬ 
dence  is  to  be  had  upon  the  obfervations  of  thefe  witnelfes. 


SECT.  XII. 

Of  Sir  John  Stewart's  return  to  Godefrois, 

P.P.  64.  B.  ^  N  the  yth  of  Augufl  lady  Jane  notified  in  her  own  hand  to 
^  his  grace  the  duke  of  Douglas  the  birth  of  her  two  fons  on' 
the  loth  of  July. 

On  the  8th  of  Auguft  fir  John  returned  to  Paris  by  himfelf. 
His  bufinefs  feems  to  have  been  to  take  up  money  and  fee  hi& 
child.  It  is  remarkable,  that  fir  John  in  his  declaration  has  to- 

Decl.  2.  B.  tally  forgot  this  journey  in  Auguft,  and  mentioned  another  from 
Rheims  in  the  June  preceding,  which  is  purely  imaginary. 

Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  once  acknowledged,  that  he  could  not  con¬ 
ceive  that  this  miftake,  great  as  it  is,  was  meant  to  ferve  any  pur- 
pofe  in  the  caufe  j  though  at  prefent  the  purfuers  feem  defirous  to 
make  it  the  ground  of  a  prefumptive  argument. 

P.P.113.C.  Sir  John  lodged  at  Godefroi’s,  at  the  very  houfe  where  it  is 
alledged  he  had  been  with  lady  Jane  on  the  loth  of  July.  If 
he  had  really  fuppofed  a  child,  can  it  be  thought  that  he  would 
ever  have  put  himfelf  in  the  way  of  this  man,  through  whofe 
hands  all  his  letters  from  Rheims,  which  had  congratulated  him 
on  the  birth  of  the  children,  had  palfed  ?  who  had  himfelf  a  daily 
correfpondence  with  the  people  of  Rheims,  and  who  muft  pro¬ 
bably  before  this  have  been  informed  from  thence  of  the  news 
which  had  been  received  there  ?  One  of  the  fpeakers  in  Almon’s 
book  mentions,  that  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  did  not  go  to  Gode¬ 
froi’s  to  lodge  when  they  returned  to  Paris  in  November  i749,'’as 
a  prefumptive  argument  of  their  defire  to  conceal  themfelves  from 
Godefroi,  on  account  of  their  having  been  in  his  houfe  on  the 
loth  of  July:  but  certainly  fir  John’s  return  to  that  houfe  in 


t  "  That  this  child  was  of  a  brown  ccmplexion, 
age.” 


but  that  he  might  have  changed  with 

Auguft, 
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Auguft,  recently  after  the  delivery,  is  an  infinitely  flronger  pre- 
fumptive  argument  of  his  innocence,  than  the  other  of  his  guilt. 

The  money,  which  fir  John  drew  for  at  this  time,  was  only 
an  advance  of  a  quarter’s  allowance  from  the  duke  of  Douglas. 

There  will  be  occafion  to  mention  it  again  prefently.  He  went 
at  this  time  to  fee  Sholto.  Mrs.  Hewit  writes  thus  to  Ifabel  Wal¬ 
ker  the  i2th  of  Auguif  :  «  Mr.  Stewart  is  feeing  him  jofl:  now,  Scrv.  36.  a. 
^od  I  got  a  letter  this  day  tellen  he  hopes  he  will  dow  very 
well,  and  that  the  nurfe  is  the  moft  carefoll  womin  he  iver  fa, 

“  and  that  he  is  now  queet  content  to  live  him  with  her.” 

SECT.  XIII. 

,  Q/'  'n-urfe  Mangiriy  and  the  number  of  nurfes, 

BOUT  the  time  fir  John  went  to  Paris,  lady  Jane  procured 
a  nurfe  for  Archibald,  whofe  name  is  Mangin,  the  wife  of  a 
farmer’s  labourer.  As  an  inftance  how  little  the  memory  is  to  be 
trufled  in  the  computation  of  a  diftant  period  of  time,  one  may 
obferve,  that  nurfe  Favre  computes  about  nine  or  ten  days  refi- 
dence  at  Dammartin  before  they  found  the  new  nurfe  j  and  Man- 
gin  fays,  they  Ilaid  at  Dammartin  a  fortnight  or  three  weeks  after 
the  child  was  under  her  care.  Thefe  numbers  added  together 
make  the  refidence  at  Dammartin  as  long  as  the  whole  time  from 
the  entry  at  Michel’s  to  the  return  to  Rheims. 

This  woman,  Mangin,  who  received  the  child  at  the  beginning 
of  Auguft  1748,  and  continued  with  him  till  he  was  weaned,  is 
ufually  reputed  by  way  of  excellence,  Archibald's  nurfe.  Mrs.  Serv.  14.  b. 
Hewit  depofes  on  the  fervice,  that  they  got  the  nurfe  for  Archi¬ 
bald,  the  eldeft  boy,  at  the  village  near  Paris,  to  which  they  went. 

Sir  John  has  faid,  that  the  landlady  at  Dammartin  prevailed  with  Deelp-^.c. 
different  women  from  time  to  time  to  fuckle  the  child  out  of  a 
principle  of  humanity,  till  at  laft  they  difcovered  and  got  a  very 
good  nurfe,  wno  then  happened  to  be  reaping  the  corn. 

Were  we  to  add  fir  John’s  account  of  the  intermediate  milk¬ 
women  to  the  computations  of  mefdames  Favre  and  Mangin,  we 
might  prolong  the  refidence  at  Dammartin  to  the  end  of  the  fiim- 
mer.  But  the  truth  is,  fir  John  was  abfent  from  Dammartin 
fome  days,  and  probably  got  his  milk- women  by  report ;  for  nurfe 
Favre  fays,  fhe  nurfed  the  child  till  the  new  nurfe  was  found.  Is  P.  P.  141.C. 
this  miftake  of  importance  in  the  caufe  of  Mr.  Douglas  } 


Mad. 
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Of  Nurfe  Mangin^  Part  I 

Mad  Manginfays,  “  queMad.  Stewart  avoit  Tair  pale  &  de- 
“  licate,  comme  une  perfonne  relevant de  maladiej  mais  quelle 
“  paroiflbit  fe  porter  mieux,  et  avoir  im  peu  plus  de  couleur, 

“  lorfqu’elle  quitta  Dammartin  : — que  I’enfant,  dont  clle  ^  fut 
chargee,  lui  paroifToit  avoir  un  mois  ou  environ,  pareequ  il  ctoit 
‘‘  extremement  petit.”  This  nurfe  has  made  a  good  guels,  but  it 
lliould  be  noticed,  that  fhe  attended  the  child  till  he  was  weaned; 
and  as  die  doubtlefs  learned  the  day  of  his  reputed  birth  from  the 
maids,  it  is  not  likely  that  fhe  fhould  give  an  account  of  his  age, 
which  would  not  correfpond  to  what  was  told  her. 

Archibald  is  now  in  the  hands  of  ^  the  fifth  and  laft  woman, 
who  had  the  care  of  him.  Mrs.  Hewit  fays,  the  12th  of  Auguft, 
in  her  letter  to  Ifabel  Walker,  “  For  our  dear  letell  man  that  is 
“  with  hos,  he  has  been  the  mod;  unlucky  pour  dr.  in  his  nurfes ;  no 
lefs  hes  he  had  than  five  all  good  milks,  but  bafe  jades  would 
“  not  come  along  with  us  for  love  nor  money.  We  was  in  fuch 
“  a  way,  that  Mr.  Stewart  was  to  a-gon  to  Reims  6c  brought 
up  on  with  him,  when  luckily  we  got  this  womin,  who  came 
“  from  Sedan  to  the  {hiring  5cc.'’ 

The  purfuers  learned  memorialift  finds  as  many  meanings  in 
this  fliort  pafiage,  as  there  were  meals  in  lord  Peter’s  loaf.  He 
obferves  that  Mrs.  Hewit  fays,  ifl.  Archibald  had  fix  nurfes  ; 
and  2dly,  She  fays  of  the  five  nurfes  (he  there  mentions,  (which 
were  fix  in  the  preceding  paragraph)  that  all  of  them  were  good 
milks and  3dly,  That  none  of  the  nurfes,  bafe  jades,  would 
come  along  for  love  or  money.  Thefe  three  affertions  the  learned 
memorialifl  fays  are  falfe ;  and  fo  they  are,  but  notone  of  thefe 
alfertions  are  to  be  found  in  Mrs.  Hewit’s  letter.^  Mrs.  Hewit 
complains,  that  the  maids  could  not  rid  her  writ ;  but  if  the 
bulky  volume,  called  Memorial  for  George- James  duke  of  Ha¬ 
milton,  is  not  worn  out  before  the  caufe  be  determined,  poflerity 
■will  hardly  believe,  that  fo  plain  a  pafiage  could  puzzle  fir  A.  F. 

For  the  fake  of  good  Mrs.  Glafs,  whom  every  honefi:  man  mufi: 
love  for  her  integrity,  one  will  try  to  fpell  out  the  meaning.  Mrs. 
Flewit  fays,  “  for  our  dear  little  man  who  is  with  us,  he  has  been 
“  the  mofi:  unlucky  poor  dear  in  his  nurfes.”  So  (he  had  faid  be¬ 
fore  ;  for  in  her  firfi:  letter  to  the  maids  {he  mentioned  one  bad 
nurfe,  and  in  her  fecond  {he  mentioned  two. — She  goes  on,  No 


*  “  That  Mad.  Stewart  had  a  pale  and  delicate  appearance,  like  a  perfon  recovering  from 
an  illnefs ;  but  that  (he  appeared  better,  and  had  a  little  more  colour  when  (he  left  Dam- 

“  martin  ; _ that  the  child,  which  was  given  to  her,  appeared  to  her  about  a  month  old 

**  or  thereabout,  becaufe  he  was  extremely  little.” 
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lefs  has  he  had  than  five.”  Very  true  ftill.— There  is  the  milk¬ 
woman  one— the  drunken  nurfe,  recommended  by  Mad.  Le  Brun 
two-the  nurfe  from  St.  Germain's,  who  had  no  milk,  three-n 

It  th^t  thts  wordd 

where  Te^lan  “’ght  be  left  to  find  his  fixth 

where  he  can.  She  proceeds,  “  All  good  milks,  but  bafe  jades 

would  not  come  along  with  us.”  Exaftly  true  to  the  end  But 

we  find,  our  profound  logician  is  willing  to  turn  verbal  critick 

‘‘IhTfit  aV“‘H  ‘he  palTage  thus,  <■  No  let 

than  five,  all  good  milks  ;  but  bafe  jades  they  would  not  come 

wanfinf  All"  -d  th'^re  is  not  I  leT^ 

-  loH  m  .  >  for  certainly  «  All 

‘  good  milks  are  words  in  the  nominative  cafe,  and  mean  ^// 

iMrmnwho  had  good  milk  ^  yet  thefe  women  were  not  Archibald’s 

or  Shol to  s  nurfes  (unlefs  nurfe  Favre,  and  perhaps  nurfe  Gamier 

women''Vhr'^  thofe  other  numerous 

women,  who  were  applied  to  from  firft  to  laft  to  take  care  of  the 

toiler  m  ^"d  were  therefore  never  employed, 

becaufe  they  would  not  go ;  of  whom  the  learned  memorialift 

may  read  at  large,  not  only  in  Mrs.  Hewit’s  letters,  but  in  the  s, 

nurfe  Favre,  and  nurfe  Favre’s  huftand ;  and  be —Is 
fatisfied,  that  till  they  found  nurfe  Mangin,  not  one  good  milk  77 
would  go  along  with  them  for  love  or  money. 

One  word  more  on  the  fubjeft  of  thefe  nurfes,  and  then  we  have 
ne  for  ever.  The  defender  has  great  reafon  to  complain  of 
the  injurious  reprefentation  of  fir  John  Stewart’s  and  Mrs.  Hewit’s 
depofitions  in  the  purfuers  mernorial.  The  memorialift  is  pleafed 
o  ay.  That  the  accounts  given  by  them  are  here  placed  in  Mem  pi 
two  oppofite  columns,  that  they  may  be  the  more  eafily  com-  P-  ■84. 
pared.  But  furely  the  learned  profecutor  muft  be  very  diffi^ 
dent  of  the  arms  he  bears,  when  he  could  fubmit  to  fuch  a  fub- 
terfuge  as  that,  of  which  he  here  avails  himfelf.  He  has  fo  con¬ 
trived  his  volumes  throughout,  that  when  fir  John  is  produced 
as  fpeaking  of  one  woman,  you  mud  read  in  the  oppofite  column 
what  Mrs.  Hewit  is  faying  of  another.  Let  us  obferve  how 
prettily  thefe  accounts  are  difpofed.  When  fir  John  fpeaks  of 
t  e  drunken  nurfe,  in  the  oppofite  column  is  printed  Mrs.  Hewit’s 
account  of  nurfe  Mangin.  When  fir  John’s  account  is  advanced  as^ 
far  as  nurfe  Favre,  there  is  a  blank  in  Mrs.  Hewit’s  column  to  fie- 
nify,  that  fhe  has  faid  nothing  about  that  nurfe  :  then  fir  Tohn’s 

Mangin  (or  Manger,  as  he  calls  her)  is  contraft- 
ed  with  Mrs.  Hewit’s  account  of  the  nurfe  who  had  no  milk. 

Here 
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Of  the  He  turn  to  Rheims  Auguf  1 6.  Part  IV. 

Here  fir  John’s  column  ends  ;  and  Mrs.  Hewit’s  account  of  nurfc 
Favre  whom  fire  does  not  name,  is  left  to  ftand  by  itfelf.  The 
accounts  from  the  letters  follow  next.  Sir  John’s  column  begins 
v/ith  his  account,  that  Archibald  had  changed  his  nurfe  three 
times  on  the  6th  of  Auguft  ;  oppofite  to  which  may  be  read  Imw 
Sholto  got  a  good  nurfe  at  firft ;  which  is  the  more  remarkable, 
as  there  is  a  feparate  parallel,  intitled,  Accounts  given  of  the  nurfe 
of  Sholto.  We  may  oblerve  too,  that  lady  Jane’s  account  that 
Archibald  had  changed  four  nurfes,  is  printed  in  Italicks,  and  op- 
pofed  as  a  contradidlion  to  Mrs.  Hewit’s  account,  that  the  child 
had  had  nolefs  than  five.  The  learned  author  of  this  memorial 
muft  be  a  very  extraordinary  ceconomift,  if  he  can  change  his 
deaths  four  times  without  having  five  fuits.  In  fliort,  there  is 
but  one  inaccuracy  in  the  number  of  the  nurfes :  lady  Jane  fays 
in  a  letter  dated  in  February  1749,  that  Archibald  has  changed 
three  nurfeS)  when  fhe  ihould  have  faid  four.  This  has  been 
mentioned  once  already,  and  the  memorialifi:  is  welcome  to  rnake 
the  moft  of  it.  Mr.  Anderfon  has  been  pleafed  to  fpend  eight 
pages  of  his  laboured  performance,  from  p.  421  to  428,  in  retail¬ 
ing  the  learned  memorialilFs  criticifms  on  Mrs.  Hewit  s  letters 
and  accounts  of  the  nurfes :  all  he  has  faid  is  anfwered  already. 
It  is  no  diferedit  to  a  writer  in  Edinburgh,  that  he  has  fallen  into 
the  fnare,  which  was  laid  for  him  by  fir  Adam  Fergufon. 

The  writer  of  thefe  papers  flatters  himfelf,  that  he  has  fulfilled 
his  engagement,  and  fhewn  that  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit  are 
very  confiftent  and  exad  in  their  accounts  of  the  number  and  cha- 
raders  of  thofe  women,  who  had  fucceffively  the  care  of  the  eldefi: 
child. 

SECT.  XIV. 

OJ' the  return  to  Kheims  Augujl  16. 

SIR  John  feems  to  have  returned  from  Paris  on  the  13th  of 
Augufl;;  and,  after  refting  a  day  or  two,  he  proceeds  with 
lady  Jane,  Mrs.  Hewit,  the  child,  nurfe  Mangin,  and  the  nurfe’s 
hufband,  for  Rheims.  It  appears  by  Mad.  Mayette  s  houfhold- 
B.  book,  that  they  entered  into  their  new  lodgings  with  her  on  the 
1 6th  of  Augufl. 

Mrs.  Hewit  and  Ifabel  Walker  have  mentioned  in  their  depo- 
E.  fitions  on  the  fervice,  that  nurfe  >  Mangin’s  child  was  carried  to 
Rheims.  The  child  was  really  left  behind;  and  the  miflake 

feems  to  have  arifen  from  their  recent  perufal  of  Mrs.  Hewit’s 

letter 
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letter  of  the  12th  of  Auguft,  in  which  fhe  fays  they  intended  to 
bring  the  child.  Ifabel  Walker  has  found  her  miftake  and  cor¬ 
rected  it.  Errors  at  this  period  cannot  affeCt  the  caufe  of  Mr. 
Douglas  5  they  cannot  poflibly  be  intentional  5  and  they  ferve 
rather  as  apologies  for  fuch  miftakes  as  the  fame  witneffes  may 
have  committed  in  an  earlier  period,  than  as  proofs  of  artifice. 
In  juftice  to  Ifabel  Walker  it  fhould  be  obferved,  that  ihe  has  been 
examined  founfeveral  times;  and  that  this  is  the  only  known  mif- 
lake,  into  which  fhe  has  fallen. 

S  E  C  T.  XV. 

Of  the  Family  s  flence  about  their  ftuation. 

Having  now  flated  the  moft  material  faCts,  which  happened 
during  the  time  the  family  were  abfent  from  Rheims,  it  re¬ 
mains,  that  we  pay  a  proper  refpeCt  and  attention  to  a  capital  ar¬ 
gument  of  the  purfuers,  taken  from  fir  John  Stewart’s  obfcurity 
and  concealment  at  Paris.  This  argument  refts  on  three  points. 
—  ifi:.  The  filence  of  the  family  with  refpeCt  to  Mr.  La  Marre, 
Mad.  Le  Brun,  the  place  of  the  delivery,  and  the  youngefi:  twin.— 
2d.  Their  negleCt  of  their  acquaintance  and  countrymen.— 3d. 
The  dates  of  their  letters. 

I  ft.  In  order  to  judge,  how  far  a  fufpicion  may  be  juftly  ground¬ 
ed  on  the  filence  of  the  family  with  refpeCt  to  their  own  concerns, 
we  ftiould  fee,  what  right  the  perfons,  with  whom  they  lived  at 
Paris,  had  to  be  informed  of  them. 

The  perfons,  who  appear  to  have  feen  the  family  or  fome  of 
them  during  this  period,  are  Mr.  and  Mad.  Godefroi,  inn-keep¬ 
ers  ;  Michel,  a  barber,  and  his  wife ;  Breval,  his  journeyman ; 
Mad.  Blainville,  a  chamber-maid  ;  two  nurfes  ;  Mad.  Daux,  the 
Dammartin  carrier ;  and  Mad.  Pelletier,  who  keeps  a  coffee- 
houfe.  It  cannot  be  imagined,  that  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  were 
under  any  obligation  either  of  friendlhip  or  politenefs  to  make  a 
formal  communication  of  the  circumftances  of  the  delivery  to  per¬ 
fons  of  this  inferior  rank.  Had  lady  Jane  travelled  with  fervants, 
they  would  probably  have  known  the  whole  hiftory ;  and  if  it 
ftiould  appear,  that  without  this  cuftomary  means  of  conveying 
family  anecdotes,  they  werC  one  or  other  of  them  informed  ot  the 
greater  part  of  what  had  pafifed,  it  is  impoflible  to  conceive,  that 
fir  John  and  lady  Jane  had  any  intention  of  concealing  it. 
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P.  P.  102.  L. 

. - 96.  I. 


— - 96.  H. 

— —  458.  H. 
— -459.B. 


—  458. F. 

-  . II4.K. 

D.  P.  139.  D. 
- J39.C. 

f.  P.  »  14.  t. 

-  129.  L. 


0/  the  Family  s  Silence  Part  IV. 

To  begin  with  Godefroi,  he  fays,  that  his  wife  faw  from  the 
beginning,  that  Mr.  and  Mad.  Stewart  “ *  *  ne  devoient  pas  refler 
“  dans  fon  hotel.”  He  fays,  that  Mr.  Stewart  mentioned  his 
waiting  till  his  new  lodging  was  cleaned  of  bugs.  If  this  be 
true,  Mr.  Stewart  could  never  mean  to  conceal  from  Godefroi  the 
place  of  his  new  refidence  j  becaufe  he  plainly  expofed  himfelf  to 
Godefroi’s  inquiry,  who  might,  and  ought  in  good  manners  to 
have  offered  his  fervice  to  procure  him  a  better  lodging :  fo 
that  if  Godefroi,  as  he  fays,  did  never  know  where  fir  John 
Stewart  went  to  lodge,  it  is  plainly  his  own  fault.  He  received 
all  fir  John  Stewart’s  letters  from  Rheims,,  during  the  whole  time 
the  family  were  abfent  ;  and  if  we  may  credit  Mad.  Pelletier,  fir 
John  was  to  be  heard  of  at  Godefroi’s  for  the  fpace  of  two  and 
a  half  or  three  months  in  the  fummer  1748,  that  is,  from  his  firfb 
arrrival  in  July  to  his  lafl  vifit  jn  October  with  general  Macelligot 
and  Mr.  Hay.  Can  we  believe  that  fir  John  defignedly  concealed 
himfelf  from  Godefroi  I 

Mad.  Pelletier  confounds  fir  John’s  feveral  journies  to  Paris  in 
1748  and  1749,  and  is  very  irregular  in  her  dates  ^  yet  flie  re¬ 
members  particular  facets :  fhe  knows  that  Mad.  Stewart  was  at 
Paris  in  1748  :  fhe  was  told  of  the  journey  to  Dammartin,  and. 
helped  fir  John  to-  buy  play-things  for  the  child. 

At  Michel’s  fir  John  made  enquiry  about  bugs  ;  and  though  the 
people  did  not  know  where  lady  Jane  was  delivered,  they  plainly 
Gonfidered  the  place  of  delivery  as  diflindt  and  different  from  the 
hotel  de  Chalt>ns.  They  were  milled  by  the  appearance  of  the 
country  nurfe  j  and  who  could  help  it  ?  Mad.  Daux  knew,  that 
lady  Jane  was  delivered  at  Paris ;  and  though  flie  lived  at  Dam- 
martin,  fhe  had  frequent  communication  with  nurfe  Favre  when 
fhe  went  to  Paris,  which  fhe  did  at  lead  twice  a  week. 

The  witnefles  are  in  general  agreed,  that  they  never  knew  the 
accoucheur  or  midwife,  who  delivered  lady  Jane.  Mad.  Michel 
fays  file  never  afked,  and  gives  a  pretty  odd  reafon  why  die  did 
not  :  “  ^  qu’elle  auroit  pu  le  demander  a  la  dame,  fi  la  dite  d-ame 

eut  mieux  parle  Francois.”  This  is  the  only  time,  that  it  has 
been  infinuated,  that  lady  Jane  could  not  be  underftood  when  fhe 
fpoke  French.  Mad.  Blainville  with  the  red  fays,  die  never  faw 
either  phyfician,  chirurgeon,.  or  accoucheur  vifit  lady  Jane ;  but 

✓ 

*  “  Were  not  to  remain  in  his  houfe.” 

f  “  That  flie  might  have  been  able  to  afk  it  of  the  lady,  if  the  lady  had  fpoke  French 
“  better.” 


Seft.  rj.  •'  about  their  Situation.  275 

in  this  (he  is  contradid:ed  by  Mad,  Michel,  who  fvvears,  ‘‘  que  P.  p.  114.11, 
“  la  dame  Blainville  lui  a  dit  dans  le  terns,  qu’il  etoit  venu  uii 
medecin  ou  chirurgeon,  ne  f9ait  lequel  des  deux/’ 

Mad.  Daux  remembers,  that  nurfe  Favre  told  her  lady  Jane  was  d.p.  139.  e. 
delivered  of  twins.  Nurfe  Favre  owns,  that  fhe  thought  fo  3  and 
this  particular  could  not  arife  from  any  recent  infinuation  on  the 
part  of  Mr.  Douglas  ;  becaufe  nurfe  Favre  told  it  to  Mr.  Buhot  and 
Mr.  Stuart  in  Odlober  1762,  before  the  defender’s  agents  arrived  — 1032.0. 
in  France.  Indeed  the  account  of  the  manner,  in  which  (he  learnt 
that  the  child  was  a  twin,  is  altogether  incredible  j  becaufe  Mrs. 

Hewit  never  fpoke  a  word  of  French  in  her  life  :  and  yet,  ufelefs 
as  this  account  is,  it  is  not  fairly  reprefented  in  the  purfuers  proof. 

It  is  there  printed  thus  :  “  -f  que  dans  ce  terns  la  meme,  eile  a  p.  P.  141.0. 
‘‘  entendu  la  demoifelle  de  compagnie,  carefl'ant  I’enfant,  pronon- 
cer  ces  mots,  chcry  cher,  &  doiix  j  par  lefquels  mots  la  depofante 
a  conjedluree,  que  la  dame  avoit  accouchee  de  deux  enfans.” 

Thefe  words  Ihould  have  been  printed  chersy  chefs,  deux. 

It  is  remarkable,  that  this  circumftance  of  twins  is  the  only 
particular  relative  to  the  children,  which  Mad.  Favre  acknow¬ 
ledges,  of  all  thofe  which  Mr.  Buhot  and  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  have 
minuted  down  in  her  name  from  the  conference  at  Compeigne  on  D.P.  1032.  a, 
the  15th  of  Odlober  1762. 

Much  appears  in  Almon’s  book  about  lady  Jane’s  negled  of  her 
youngeft  child.  Mrs.  Hewit  has  faid,  (he  never  went  to  fee  him 
during  her  (lay  at  Paris  ;  and  in  her  letters  to  the  maids  has  re¬ 
peatedly  faid,  that  die  and  fir  John  were  at  pains  to  conceal  the 
weaknefs  of  the  youngeft  child  from  lady  Jane  on  account  of  her 
weak  (late  of  health.  She  has  faid  alfo,  that  lady  Jane  never  went 
out,  being  weak.  Thofe,  who  fuppofe  (lie  has  wilfully  luppreifed 
the  jaunt  to  Verfailles,  ought  to  have  refleded,  that  the  fame  bad 
principle  would  have  led  her  to  frame  many  vifits  to  the  children; 
and  if  they  impute  her  denying  the  jaunt  to  Verfailles  to  a  defed 
of  memory,  Mr.  Douglas  has  a  right  to  avail  himfelf  of  the  fame 
failing,  and  prefume  that  (he  has  forgot  the  vihts  to  the  child. 

But  Aridotle  has  long  fince  taught  us,  that  fcenical  probability  is 
one.  thing,  and  truth  is  often  another.  The  learned  memorialid 
and  Mrs.  Hewit  have  aded  their  leveral  parts  equally  well  in  their 
different  departments. 

•  “  That  Mad.  Blainville  told  her  at  the  time,  that  a  phyfician  or  furgeon,  Ihe  does  not 
know  which,  came  to  fee  them.” 

f  “  That  even  at  the  time  flie  heard  the  dame  de  compagnie  oareffing  the  child  pronounce 
“  thefe  words,  Cher,  cher,  deux from  which  the  deponent  conjedlured,  that  the  lady 
was  brought  to  bed  of  two  children.”  ' 

N  n  2  If 
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It  is  plain,  that  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  adted  naturally,  anS 
without  affectation  or  concealment  among  the  French,  in  what . 
relate  to  themfelves  or  their  concerns.  Thefe  people  at  Paris 
and  Dammartin  might  have  known  more,  if  they  had  afked 
it  j  and  probably  did  know  more  at  the  time,  though  they  have 
forgot  it ;  and  they  do  not  feem  to  have  been  either  inquifitive  or 
talkative.  However,  it  is  proved,  that  one  or  other  of  them 
had  picked  out  of  lady  Jane  and  fir  John  Stewart’s  converfations 
thus  much  ;  that  lady  Jane  was  delivered  of  twins  at  Paris,  and  in 
a  houfe  infeCled  with  bugs,  which  was  confequently  after  fhe  left 
the  hotel  de  Chalons,  and  before  her  entry  at  Michel’s ;  and  that 
the  doctor,  fuppofed  to  be  the  accoucheur  of  lady  Jane,  vifited  her 
at  Michel’s. 


T 


SECT.  XVI. 

Oy  Sir  yohns  negleSl  of  his  countrymen* 

H  E  next  mark  of  concealment  is  fir  John’s  negleCt  of  his 
countrymen,  or  in  the  flyle  of  a  learned  fpeaker  in  Almon’s 
book  [a)  “  keeping  himfelf  free  from  the  haunts  of  his  country- 
men.”  It  is  difficult  to  know,  in  what  part  of  Paris  thefe 
D.P.1036.H.  haunts  of  the  Scotch  were  in  July  1748.  The  defender  has  pro¬ 
cured  a  certified  lift  of  all  the  Engliffi,  Scotch  and  Irifh  flrangers* 
whofe  names  are  found  in  the  regiflers  of  police  for  that  month. 
They  appear  to  be  a  mixture  of  young  men  juft  come  from  fehooj, 
and  tradefmen,  and  marchandes  des  modes  pour  des  affaires; 
fcarce  any  of  them  can  be  fufpeCted  of  being  known  to  fir  John. 

.  384.  A.  Dr.  Brifbane,  one  of  them,  has  been  examined.  He  fays,  he 
came  to  Paris  in  May  1748,  and  that  his  firft  lodging  was,  as  he 
thinks,  at  one  Villemont’s ;  but  it  does  not  appear  in  Villemont’s 
—  1038.  A.  book  till  the  i8th  of  July  following;  fo  that  there  is  a  doubt  hoW 
3^4- A-  memory  may  be  trufted  as  to  the  time  of  his  entry.  He 

fays  that  when  he  came  firft,  there  were  fome  Scotch  gentlemen 
there  who  had  been  in  the  late  rebellion  ;  that  there  were  very 
few  Britiffi  there  all  that  time,  except  thefe  gentlemen  ;  but  that 
the  numbers  gradually  increafed  ;  and  they  came  over  after  the 
peace,  i.  e.  after  the  28th  of  July,  N.  S.  when  the  firft  packet- 
P. P.384. E."  boat  failed  from  England.  He  gives  a  ftiort  lift  of  his  acquain¬ 
tance,  not  one  of  whom  appears  in  the  books  of  police  for  the 
month  of  July;  fo  that  it  does  not  appear,  that  there  was  any 
general  refort  of  Brithh  at  this  time  in  Paris,  with  whom  fir  John 
could  affociate.  Dr.  Brifbane  dijd  not  fee  fir  John  Stewart. 

(a)  Lord  Prcfident, 
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The  puiTuers  have  condefeended  on  the  names  of  feveral  parti¬ 
cular  perfons,  to  vvdiom  they  think  lir  John  ought  to  have  been 
known  at  this  time. 

The  firib  is  Principal  Gordon,  who  depofes,  that  he  never  faw  p.p.  26.C. 
hr  John  nor  lady  Jane  at  any  time  in  his  whole  life  :  of  what  con- 
fequence  is  the  evidence  of  fuch  a  witnefs  ? 


hdr.  Riddoch,  procureur  of  the  Scotch  college  depoles,  that _ 57- 1- 

he  did  not  fee  fir  John  Stewart  at  Paris,  either  in  1748  or  1749  •  ^ 

what  are  we  to  conclude  from  this  depofition  ? 


■161.  F. 
•161.  E. 


Sir  William  Stewart  and  his  lady,  the  antient  friends  of  fir 
John  and  lady  Jane,  were  at  Paris  in  July  1748  :  thefe  witnelTes 
are  of  a  very  different  clafs  from  the  laff,  and  deferve  to  be  heard. 

Sir  William  fays  he  faw  fir  John  at  Spa  in  1747.  From  that  time  £> 

he  neither  faw  fir  John  nor  correfponded  with  him,  till  after - 162.  e. 

lady  Jane  s  delivery.  He  further  depofes,  “  That  he  does  not  “ 
remember,  whether  he  told  colonel  Stewart  at  Spa  or  at  Aix, 

‘‘  that  he  this  deponent  and  his  lady  were  going  to  Paris ;  but 
“  the  deponent  did  tell  him  at  Spa,  that  he  was  to  return  to  Italy, 
from  whence  they  had  come  the  year  before.”  From  hence  it 
appears  that  colonel  Stewart  could  not  poffibly  fulpedt,  that  fir 
William  and  his  lady  were  at  Paris  ^  he  muft  have  thought  they 
were  in  Italy.  When  the  purfuers  are  drawing  confequences,  why 
do  not  they  accufe  fir  William  of  a  plot  for  coming  to  Paris,  when 
he  had  faidhe  Ihould  go  to  Italy  ?  This  conduct  is  juft  as  open  to 
fufpicion  as  fir  John  Stewart’s,  who  faid  he  was  going  to  Geneva, 
and  altered  his  mind  and  went  to  Paris. 


The  chevalier  Johnfton  is  another  wdtnefs,  who  did  not  fee  fir  p.  p.  53.  h 
John  or  lady  Jane  at  Paris  in  July  1748;  at  which  we  ftiall  be 
lefs  furprifed,  when  we  are  told  by  him,  that  he  was  not  at  Paris 
in  the  lummer  1748.  But  as  he  was  only  two  leagues  from  Paris, 
a  fpeaker  {a)  in  Almon’s  book,  page  88  and  89,  is  of  opinion  he 
ought  to  have  been  called  for,  and  that  he  was  a  fit  man  to  have 
an  eye  on  the  management  of  the  youngeft  child.  This  objedbion 
requires  us  to  confider  the  circumftances  of  this  Mr.  Johnfton.  He 
was  a  relation  of  Mrs.  Hewit;  ftie  had  recommended  him  to  lady 
Jane  Douglas,  and  her  ladylliip  had  out  of  friendftiip  for  Mrs. 

Hewit  taken  him  under  her  protedbion,  and  enabled  him  to _ g 

efcape  out  of  England  after  the  rebellion,  under  a  feigned  name^  "  ’ 

(a)  Lord  Prefident. 

N  n  3 
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her  fervant.  He  was  frequently  with  Mrs.  Hewit  and  lady  Jane 
^t  the  Hague,  and  they  were  defirous  to  do  him  fuch  little 
fervices  as  lay  in  their  power  ;  but  he  was  never  in  the  confidence 
P.  P.55.  A.  of  the  family  ;  he  was  never  trufted  with  the  fecret  of  the  mar- 

- 54.  D.  riage  ;  nor  did  he  know  or  even  fufpedl  it,  till  Mrs.  Hewit  in- 

'  formed  him  of  the  birth  of  the  children  by  a  letter  from  Rheims; 
fo  that  it  is  not  at  all  likely,  that  fir  John  ever  dreamt  of  en- 
gaging  this  perfon,  whom  he  kept  at  a  diftance,  in  the  care  of 
his  child. 

The  general  reafon,  why  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  chofe  to' live 
retired  at  this  time,  is  very  obvious.  They  were  ill  cloathed,  ill 
lodged,  and  ill  attended.  But  there  was  a  feparate  motive,  which 
refped:ed  Mr.  Johnfton  and  others  of  his  party,  who  formed  the 
greater  part  of  the  Britifii  then  refident  at  Paris.  Sir  John's  own 
principles  were  greatly  miftrufted  by  the  duke  of  Douglas ;  and 
it  was  his  bufinefs  to  give  as  little  offence  to  his  grace  as  poffible. 
Had  the.  duke  enquired,  as  in  humanity  he  ought,  into  the  ftate 
and  condition  of  his  young  relations,  who  had  certainly  never  of¬ 
fended  him,  and  found  his  nephew  under  the  care  of  an  exile ; 
this  circumfiance  would  have  added  fuel  to  his  wrath,  and 
fir  John  and  lady  Jane  could  never  have  hoped  to  be  forgiven. 
Thofe  gentlemen  therefore,  who  condemn  fir  John  and  lady  Jane 
for  not  trufting  their  child  with  Mr.  Johnfton,  do  plainly  blame 
them  for  one  of  the  moft  difcreet  and  prudent  actions  they  ever 
did  in  their  lives. 

The  laft  witnefs  of  the  purfuers  in  this  clafs,  who  vvas  at  Paris, 
and  did  not  fee  fir  John  or  lady  Jane,  is  Mr.  Patullo,  of  whom  there 
,  is  nothing  more  to  be  faid,  than  that  he  was  diftantly  acquainted 
with  fir  John  Stewart and  that  it  does  not  appear,  that  fir  John 

• - 58.  F.  knew  he  was  at  Paris,  or  would  have  defired  his  acquaintance  if 

he  had. 

We  cannot  help  making  one  general  remark  on  thefe  and  all 
others  the  fuppofed  acquaintance  of  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  then 
at  Paris :  (Sir  V/illiam  Stewart  and  his  lady  are  out  of  the  queftion, 
as  it  is  impoffible  that  fir  John  ftiould  ever  fufpeeft  that  they  were 
there.)  They  are  all  men  ;  there  is  not  one  woman  in  the  lift; 
men,  efpecially  of  a  rank  fo  much  inferior  to  the  lady  as  thefe 
were,  do  not  ufually  expedl  to  be  called  into  her  bed-chamber 
when  ftie  is  in  labour.  Plad  fir  John  Stewart  wiftied  to  circulate 
a  falfe  report,  all  thefe  perfons  were  ready  inftruments  of  his  will. 
They  might  have  feen  lady  Jane  in  bed  ;  they  might  have  played 
with  the  child  and  retired,  highly  flattered  to  tell  the  world  the 

happy 
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happy  news.  Sir  John  made  no  ufe  of  them,  and  this  very  cir- 
cumftance  is  a  ftrong^  prefamptive  proof,  that  every  thing  was 
fairly  dcme,  as  it  is  related. 

The  purfuers  catch  at  the  negative  teftimony  of  fir  John  and  Ded.  io.k, 
Mrs.  Hewit.  Sir  John  fays,  that  at  this  time  he  had  no  com¬ 
munication  with  his  countrymen,  nor  opportunity  to  fee  them. 

Mrs.  Hewit  fays,  that  daring  their  flay  at  Paris,  lady  Jane  re-  Serv.  14.  r. 
ceived  no  vifits  from  any  of  her  countrymen,  nor  faw  any  of 
them.  Thefe  exprefiions  are  true  in  the  general  fenfe,  in  which 
they  are  meant;  to  prefs  them  more,  is  to  turn  them  into  non- 
fenfe. — Sir  John  Stewart  mentions  Mr.  Conn,  a  Scotchman,  Ded.  8.  a. 
whom  he  faw  at  the  coffee-houfe  ;  and  Mad.  Stewart  of  Ard-  D.P.39i.f. 
fhiel  has  reported  what  fhe  heard  from  her  late  hufband,  that 
hevifited  lady  Jane  at  Paris,  and  flie  fhewed  furprife  at  his  vifit. 

The  purfuers  make  enquiry  of  feveral  witneffes  to  prove,  that 
Ardfhiel  never  told  them,  what  he  is  faid  to  have  told  to  his  wife. 

It  is  equally  true,  that  general  Macelligot  and  Mr.  Hay  never  told 
them  what  they  certainly  knew,  that  lady  Jane  was  faid  to  have 
been  delivered  of  twins  in  Paris.  The  whole  of  this  argument 
on  the  part  of  the  purfuers  feems  to  arife  from  a  falfe  expectation. 

Thefe  gentlemen  fuppofe,  there  mufl:  have  been  as  much  talk 
about  Mr.  Douglas  in  1748  as  in  1761 ;  and  that  a  younger  fon 
of  a  younger  brother  of  fir  George  Stewart  of  Grandtully  would 
engage  the  publick  attention,  as  much  as  the  heir  of  the  houfe  of 
Douglas.  They  need  but  refleCl  on  their  own  conduCt,  and  they 
will  learn  their  miflake. 

SECT.  XVII. 

Of  the  dates  of  letters  written  at  Paris  and  Dammar  tin, 

TH  E  laffc  branch  of  this  prefumptive  argument  arifes  from  the 
dates  of  letters. 

The  purfuers  have  thought  proper  to  prefix  the  following  words  p.p.6i.  a, 
to  a  certain  part  of  their  proof :  “  Letters  from  lady  Jane  and  fir 
“  John,  giving  an  account  of  lady  Jane’s  delivery,  all  dated  from 
“  Rheimsy  implying  that  file  was  there  delivered,  and  concealing 
“  the  journey  to  Paris ;  and  depofitions  concerning  other  ac- 
“  counts  of  it.” 

The  ufe  of  this  curious  preface  is,  firfl  to  infinuate,  that  all  the 

letters  written  at  Paris  giving  an  account  of  the  delivery,  were 

falfely 
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falfely  dated  from  Rheims.  It  is  faid.  Letters  all  dated  from 
Rlieims.  Next,  that  the  purfuers  had  been  at  the  pains  of  finding 
out  that  lady  Jane  was  at  Paris  on  the  loth  of  July,  implied 
in  the  latter  paragraph,  Depoftlons  concerning  other  decounts 
of  it* 

The  real  contents  of  this  part  of  the  proof  are  as  follows ;  a 
letter  to  lord  Crawford  written  before  the  delivery,  put  in  ad  in¬ 
vidiam  ;  two  letters  dated  at  Rheims,  when  they  were  at  Dam- 
martin  ;  feven  other  letters  from  the  family  at  Rheims,  written  in 
1748  and  1749,  in  which  there  is  not  a  fyllable  about  the  place  of 
the  delivery  ;  two  or  three  fecond-hand  depofitions,  by  which  it 
P.P.69.  B.  appears,  that  lady  Jane  told  one  perfon,  and  Mrs.  Hewit  another, 
that  the  children  were  born  at  Paris;  fufiicient  of  themfelves  to 
remove  every  fufpicion,  which  might  arife  from  the  thoughtlefs 
and  inconfiderate  manner,  in  which  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  dated 
fome  of  their  letters. 

The  purfuers  prefumptive  argument  is  this  ;  that  fir  John,  lady 
Jane,  and  Mrs.  Hewit,  had  a  defign  to  conceal  the  journey  to 
Paris  from  all  their  friends,  by  dating  all  their  letters  written  at 
Paris  and  Dammartin  falfely  from  Rheims  ;  the  crime  of  ftealing 
children  was  a  crime  to  be  concealed  from  all  the  world ;  and 
therefore,  if  this  had  been  the  motive  for  ufing  falfe  dates,  this 
motive  would  have  influenced  the  dates  of  all  their  letters,  except 
fuch  as  were  written  to  accomplices.  The  purfuers  plainly  defire 
us  to  think  thus  of  them  by  the  equivocal  preface  prefixed  to  this 
part  of  their  proof ;  and  unhappily  they  have  been  fo  underftood. 
An  able  logician  in  Almon’s  book  page  89  [a)  is  faid  to  have  ex- 
prelTed  what  the  purfuers  mean.  He  there  fays  boldly,  “  When  to 
all  this  I  join,  that  all  the  letters  wrote  at  that  time  by  them  from 
“  Paris  to  Britain  or  elfewliere  are  falfely  dated  from  Rheims,  and 
“  have  evident  tendency  to  make  every  mortal  believe,  that  they 
“  wer^e  then  at  Rheims,  what  conclufion  can  I  polfibly  draw, 
‘‘  but  that  a  ftory  fo  unfairly  told,  cannot  be  conneded  with 
truth  r”.  The  writer  of  this  paragraph  knew  very  well, 
that  his  conclufion  would  not  follow  from  any  lefs  premifes, 
than  that  all  the  letters  written  from  Paris  were  falfely  dated  from 
Rheims.  If  therefore  it  Ihould  appear,  that  this  alTertion  is  falfe; 
if  it  fliould  appear,  that  the  words  by  them,  or  their  letters,  as  the 
phrafe  occurs  feveral  times  in  the  books  of  MelT.  Almon  and  An- 
derfon,  are  inferted  ad  invidiam  ;  and  if  it  fliould  be  notorious, 
that  lady  Jane,  wrote  no  letters  from  Paris ;  that  Mrs,  Hewit 


\ 


( a)  Lord  Prefident. 


dated 
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dated  all  her  letters  from  the  place  from  whence  Ihe  wrote;  and 

n  j  Stewart  from  Paris  were  not 

all  dated  from  Rheims ;  the  whole  argument  is  anfwered  ;  and  we 
may  freely  fubmit  It  to  the  fober  reflexions  of  the  learned  perfoti 
to  whom  thefe  words  are  imputed,  how  far  a  dory  fo  unfairly  told 
can  ever  be  conneXed  with  the  truth.  ^ 

The  following,  it  is  hoped,  is  a  correX  lifl  of  all  the  letters  fex- 
ceptthofe  addreffed  to  Rheims)  which  appear  by  the  proof  to  have 
been  wrUten  by  fir  John,  lady  Jane,  or  Mrs.  Hewit,  while  they 
were  at  Pans  or  Dammartin.  ^ 


1.  Sir  John  to  baron  Macelligot,  5th  of  July,  Paris. 

2.  - receipt  to  Meff.  Taffin,  dated  Paris,  6th  of  Tuly  • 

to  be  fent  to  Mr.  Kahr  at  Aix  j  and  fent  accordingly. 

3.  Sir  John  to  lord  Crawford,  loth  of  July,  Rheims. 

1  Tu •'  .  at  Aix,  loth  of  July,  without 

place.  This  is  a  mere  cover  to  the  letter  to  lord  Crawford,  which 

Mr.  Florentin  was  defired  to  deliver  to  his  lordfhip,  if  he  was  then 
at  Aix,  or  to  fend  to  him  wherever  he  might  be  removed. 

5.  Sir  John  to  his  fon  Mr.  Stewart,  loth  of  July,  Rheims. 

- - to  Mr.  Mace  wen  at  Edinburgh,  loth  of  July, 


P  P.*422.'*A. 

-  534-  L. 

- 53S-  A. 

—  61 .  G. 

— —  1069  C. 


Rheims. 


— —  1064.  A. 

— —  1064.  K. 


to  Mrs.  Hepburn  of  Keith,  loth  of  July,  Paris.  Serv.  ii.  c. 


8.  Mrs.  Hewit  to  Mr.  Colvil  at  Edinburgh,  date  unknown 
Paris.  .  ^  ’ 

9*  ■  to  Mr.  Douglas  of  Edrington,  date  unknown, 

Paris. 

10.  Sir  John  to  lord  Crawford,  22d  of  July,  Rheims. 

11.  —  - - to  Mr.  Robertfon  of  Rotterdam,  2 2d  of  Tulv 

Rheims. 

12.  - 

13 


to  baron  Macelligot,  date  unknown,  Paris. 

-  to  lady  Wigton,  received  July  the  28th,  date  and 

place  as  baron  Macelligot’s.  ^ 

14.  - to  Mrs.  Hepburn,  6th  of  Auguft,  without  place, 

■  poft-mark  Dammartin. 

15.  Lady  Jane  to  the  duke  of  Douglas,  7th  of  Augufl,  Rheims. 

16.  - - —  letter  of  Exchange  to  Meff.  Coutts  and  Co. 

Edinburgh,  8th  of  Auguft,  Paris. 

17.  Sir  John  to  Mr.  Robertfon,  8th  of  Auguft,  Paris. 

18.  - to  Mr.  Robertfon,  8th  of  Auguft,  Paris. 

By  this  lift  it  appears,  that  of  eighteen  letters,  of  which  know¬ 
ledge  has  been  obtained,  nine  are  dated  from  Paris,  fix  from 
Rheims,  two  are  dated  from  no  place,  and  the  date  and  place  of 
one  is  unknov^n,  unlefs  it  was  inclofed  in  baron  Macelligot's  letter. 

O  o  In 
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In  order  more  exa^ly  to  judge  of  the  purfuers  argument,  it 
'will  be  right,  ill.  To  confider  their  objedtions  to  the  Paris  lift. 
2dly.  To  recover  if  poflible  the  date  of  thofe  letters,  where  the 
date  is  not  named.  3dly.  To  offer  a  conjedlure  on  the  motives 
for  the  falfe  dates  from  Rheims,  and  the  confequences  which  follow 

from  them. 

■  I.  The  two  letters  to  Mr.  Robertfon  of  the  8th  of  Auguft,  and 
lady  Jane’s  bill  of  exchange  on  Meff.  Coutts  and  Co.  are  in  pro- 
cefs  /  and  are  diredt  and  lading  contradidtions  to  the  bold  affer- 
tion,"  that  all  the  letters  were  dated  Rhems.  The  purfuers  make 
a  very  faint  effort  to  invalidate  this  proof.  The  memorialifl  treats 
it  “  as  a  cafe  of  neceffity.”  “  The  letter  to  Mr.  Robertfon,”  as 
he  dates  the  cafe,  “  mud  bear  the  fame  date  as  the  bill  of  ex- 

change,  which  was  inclofed  in  it :  and  the  bill  of  exchange 
“  mud  be  dated  from  Paris,  where  the  people  of  Rheims  believed 
‘‘  lady  Jane  to  be  at  this  time  (for  by  the  bye  die  was  really  at 
“  Dammartin),  otherwife  fir  John  very  well  knew,  that  Meff, 

“  Panniers  the  Paris  bankers  would  fcruple  to  accept  it.”^  But 
furely  this  reafoning  involves  in  it  a  very  great  contradidtion. 
Sir  John  is  accufed  of  a  defign  to  conceal  lady  Jane’s  journey  to 
Paris  3  and  at  the  fame  time  it  is  avowed,  that  he  knew  at  this  very 
time,  that  all  fuch  concealment  was  impradticable.  This  draught 
is  for  a  quarter’s  payment  of  the  duke  of  Douglas’s  allowance ; 
and  fir  John  very  well  knew,  that  it  mud  fome  time  or  other  pafs. 
into  the  hands  of  the  duke  or  his  auditor  :  the  fame  may  be  ob- 
ferved  of  the  receipt  delivered  to  the  Taflins. 

Mr.  Colvil’s  letter  is  not  in  procefs;  but  he  has  twice  fworn  at 
.  the  didance  almod  of  four  years,  that  it  was  dated  from  Paris. 
He- appeals  to  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart,  and  to  the  other  perfons, 
whom  he  fhowed  this  letter  j  and  if  this  gentleman’s  integri 
and  candour  were  not  fufficient  motives  to  engage  the  court  and 
all  the  world  to  believe  him,  we  might  add  another  reafon.  Sir 
John  and  lady  Jane  were  but  a  few  weeks  at  Paris.  They  were 
many  months  at  Aix  and  Rheims,  and  Mr.  Colvil  himfelf  had 
conduded  them  towards  Holland  j  this  witnefs  had  no  caufe^  of 
knowledge,  that  they  were  ever  at  Paris,  except  the  letter  to  which 
he  refers,  or  fome  early  but  yet  undifeovered  information,  which 
the  purfuers  would  be  unwilling  to  admit.  It  fhould  be  added, 
that  Mr.  Colvil  deflroyed  this  letter  only  two  or  three  years  be¬ 
fore  his  iirfl  examination,  thinking  it  of  no  importance. 

The  memorialifl  goes  on  to  argue  againft  Mr.  Colvil  from  Mrs. 
"  Hewit’s  letter  of  Auguft  the  12th.  He  would  have  done  better 
to  have  argued  from  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart’s  depofition.  But  let  us 

hear 
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hear  Mrs.  Hewit.  She  fays  to  Ifabel  Walker,  You  may  tell 
“  Mr.  Mackenzie  or  any  body  you  pleis  of  your  lady’s  beino- 

broght  to-beed  now,  for  her  laps  is  writ  it  to  her  brother  lall 
“  week,  which  was  the  founeft  {he  was  eble;  fo  fince  he  is  ac- 
“  quainted  with  it,  theris  no  need  for  keeping  it  a  fecret.”  The 
letter  to  the  duke  was  not  written  till  the  7th  of  Augufl :  and 
if  that  was  the  hrft  letter,  as  by  Mrs.  Hewit’s  account  it  flaould 
feem  to  be,  which  the  family  wrote  after  the  delivery,  Mr.  Col- 
vil  could  have  received  no  letter  fo  early  as  we  are  affured  he  did, 
both  by  Mr.  Colvil  himfelf  and  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart ;  befides,* 
the  letter  to  lord  Crawford  of  July  the  22d  is  in  procefs.  Lady 
Jane  might  perhaps  have  given  fuch  a  childilh  order  :  but  it  was 
never  obferved.  Both  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit  wrote  freely  to 
their  friends  long  before  the  7th  of  Auguil;  and  Ifabel  Walker 
communicated  the  news  of  the  delivery  to  all  her  friends  at  Rheims, 
as  foon  as  fhe  knew  it. 

«  I 

The  fame  objection  is  made  to  Mr.  Douglas  of  Edrington.  He 
has  loft  his  letter ;  and  the  fame  anfwer  will  ferve.  That  he  has 
twice  fworn,  it  was  dated  from  Paris. 

The  foundation  of  all,  that  the  purfuers  objed  to  thefe  gentle¬ 
men,  is  a  mere  petitio  principii.  They^fuppofe  Mrs.  Hewit  to 
be  an  accomplice  with  fir  John  Stewart ;  and  therefore  if  fir  John 
dated  his  letters  falfe,  it  is  not  likely  that  Mrs.  Hewit  fhould  date 
her  letters  truly.  But  a  plain  man,  who  argued  from  the  evi¬ 
dence,  would  come  to  another  conclufion.  It  is  proved,  that  Mrs. 
Hewit  dated  her  letters  from  Paris,  while  fir  John  dated  his  letters 
from  Rheims ;  therefore  they  were  not  accomplices  in  any  thing. 

General  Macelligot’s  letters  are  not  in  procefs,  but  he  has 
fworn  that  the  laft  was  dated  from  Paris ;  and  that  he  addreiled 
his  anfwer  to  Paris  :  both  letters  were  certainly  dated  from  the 
fame  place.  He  was  juft  married  to  lady  Wigton  j  and  it  is  pro¬ 
bable,  her  ladyfhip’s  letter  and  the  general’s  were  fent  under  one 
cover,  and  of  confequence  bore  the  fame  date  and  place.  Lady 
WIgton’s  anfwer  is  found,  and  bears  date  the  29th  of  July;  from 
whence  it  fhould  feem,  that  thefe  two  letters  were  fent  off  with 
the  reft  on  the  22d,  and  lady  Wigton’s  will  make  a  tenth  letter 
dated  from  Paris.  The  purfuers  memorialift  owns  this  might  be 
the  cafe,  becaufe  the  letter  invited  lady  Wigton  to  Rheims  to  be 
god-mother  to  the  child ;  and  there  flie  could  not  fail  to  know, 
that  lady  Jane  was  delivered  in  Paris. 

The  fecond  letter  to  Mrs.  Hepburn  is  without  the  name  of  the 
place ;  but  the  poft-mark  is  Dammartin.  The  firft  letter  is  not 

O  o  2  in 
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in  procefs  ;  but  there  is  proof  that  it  bore  date  from  Paris.  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Hepburn  were  privy  to  the  chevalier  Douglas’s  advice, 
when  fir  John  pafTed  through  Liege  in  May  3  and  Mrs.  Hepburn 
difiinguilhes,  what  fhe  knew  at  the  time  it  happened,  from  what 
.  Ihe  has  been  told  fince.  She  fays,  The  deponent  knows,  that 
“  Effy  Caw  and  Tibby  Walker  remained  at  Rheims,  when  lady 
‘‘  Jane  went  to  Paris  to  be  delivered  3  and  has  been  told  by  fir 
**  John,  5cc.  that  the  reafon  of  their  remaining  at  Rheims  was 
“  the  want  of  money.”  Mr.  Gordon  of  Cowbardie  was  then 
B.  living  in  Mr.  Hepburn’s  family  at  Liege,  and  was  told  by 
**  them,  that  they  had  received  a  letter  from  Paris  :  he  firfi;  heard, 
“  that  lady  Jane  was  gone  to  Paris  3  afterwards,  that  fhe  was 
“  delivered  of  twins.”  And  lady  Jane  in  a  letter  to  Mrs.  Hep¬ 
burn  fays,  “  Your  friend  Mr.  Stewart  is  gone  the  day  before  yef- 
terday  to  fee  little  Sholto.  Mr.  Stewart  took  the  opportunity 
“  of  going  along  with  baron  Macelligot,  who  was  obliged  to  go 
to  Paris  about  fome  affairs.  After  thefe  proofs  it  is  in  vain  to 
pretend,  that  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Hepburn  were  ignorant  of  their  mo¬ 
tions.  Indeed  it  is  certain,  that  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  concealed 
none  of  their  intentions  from  this  family  3  and  it  is  almofi:  im- 
poffible  to  prove  any  guilt  in  fir  John  or  lady  Jane,  without  fup- 
pofing  that  Mrs.  Hepburn  is  an  accomplice. 

The  letter  to  Mr.  Florentin  is  a  mere  trifle  3  fo  that  the  omiflion 
of  the  place  can  in  no  fenfe  be  turned  to  the  difadvantage  of  fir 
John  Stewart,  who  was  very  incorredt  in  many  inflances.  But 
what  can  be  faid  for  the  falfe  dates  from  Rheims  Perhaps  they 
cannot  all  be  accounted  for  from  the  fame  principle.  For  inflance  j 
the  date  of  lady  Jane’s  letter  to  the  duke  arifes  purely  from  an  inad¬ 
vertency.  She  was  at  an  obfcure  town,  the  very  name  of  which 
was  perhaps  unknown  at  Douglas-caflle  3  and  fhe  was  fetting  out 
in  a  few  days  for  Rheims.  Nothing  was  more  natural  than  to 
put  the  name  of  her  ufual  refidence  to  this  letter.  Her  ladyfhip 
ought  indeed  to  have  been  confiflent,  and  have  dated  her  letter  to  the 
duke  from  the  fame  place  as  the  bill  of  exchange,  and  fhe  would 
have  been  confiflentif  fhe  had  been  then  executing  a  plot.  This  let¬ 
ter  deceived  nobody  3  for  Mr.  Colvil  had  already  given  a  copy  of 
Mrs,  Hewit’s  letter  to  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart  to  be  fhewn  to  the 
duke :  fo  that  his  grace  very  well  knew,  that  lady  Jane  was  delivered 
at  Paris  3  and  all  that  he  could  imagine  from  this  letter  was  only,  tha.t 
fhe  was  returned  to  Rheims  a  few  days  fooner  than  fhe  really  was^ 

The  date  of  the  letter  to  Mr.  Stewart,  and  of  that  to  Mr.  Mac- 
ewen,.  which  feems  to  have  gone  with  it,  may  be  accounted  for 
from  the  fame  inadvertency.  Sir  John  invites  his  fon  to  come 

over. 
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over,  and  live  with  him  at  Rheims;  and  if  he  had  accepted  the 
invitation,  he  muft  have  known  what  all  the  people  at  Rheims 
knew,  that  lady  Jane  went  to  Paris  to  be  delivered.  This  is  pre- 
cifely  the  fame  reafoning,  which  the  purfuers  memorialift  owns 
to  be  juft  in  the^  cafe  of  lady  Wigton.  By  the  bye  this  letter  to 
fir  John’s  fon,  which  invites  them  to  come  and  live  with  them,  and 
which  was  written  when  fir  John  is  pretended  to  have  been  only 
looking  out  for  children,  affords  the  ftrongeft  prefumption  of  the 
reality  of  the  pregnancy  and  delivery;  for  it  is  impoffible  he  would 
have  invited  his  fon  to  come  over  immediately,  if  he  had  been 
carrying  on  any  fraud,  as  Mr.  Stewart  might  have  arrived  before 
the  fcheme  was  executed,  and  time  enough  to  have  prevented  it. 

Thus  no  meaning  puzzles  more  than  fenfe  :  all  the  miftakes 
are  probably  owing  to  nothing  but  inattention.  The  ftrongeft 
charge  is  againft  the  letters  to  lord  Crawford  ;  and  yet  they  are 
plainly  as  free  from  artifice  as  the  reft.  Sir  John  Stewart  wrote 
to  baron  Macelligot  from  Paris ;  his  receipt  was  delivered  to  the 
Tafiins  to  be  forwarded  to  Mr.  Khar.  If  lord  Crawford  had 
been  at  Aix  when  fir  John  Stewart  fuppofed  he  was,  he  would 
have  been  daily  in  the  company  of  baron  Macelligot,  and  learnt 
from  him  that  lady  Jane  was  at  Paris.  If  therefore  there  was  any 
thing  to  be  concealed  from  lord  Crawford  for  a  moment,  of  which 
there  is  no  fiiadow  in  proof,  it  could  be  nothing  difhonourable  ; 
becaufe  all  the  motions  of  the  family  were  frankly  communicated 
to  perfons  of  rank  and  honour,  who  were  intimate  with  his  lordlhip. 

The  purfuers  are  very  juft  in  faying,  that  fuch  letters  as  are 
dated  from  Rheims,  and  do  not  jfpccify  the  place  of  the  delivery, 
would  naturally  lead  any  one  to  think,  that  the  delivery  had  hap¬ 
pened  in  the  place,  from  whence  the  letter  is  dated.  This  would 
certainly  have  been  the  cafe,  if  no  diredt  accounts  had  been  given, 
which  contradidled  them.  That  there  were  fuch  accounts,  has 
beenfeen  already  in  the  depofitions  of  Mr.  Colvil  and  Mr.  Douglas, 
and  appears  farther  from  the  following  obfervations. 

I  ft.  Sir  John’s  letters  from  Rheims  came  diredled  to  him  at 
Godefroi’s;  but  Mad.  Pelletier  fpeaks  of  other  letters,  which  came  p 
to  him  addrefied  to  be  left  at  her  coffee-houfe.  She  fpeaks  in  par¬ 
ticular  of  feveral  letters  which  came  after  his  return  to  Rheims.. 
From  whence  could  thefe  letters  come,  unlefs  there  were  friends, 
to  whom  fir  John  had  fenthis  addrefs  on  hi&  firft  arrival  at  Paris  r 

2d,  The  journey  to  Paris,  and  fubfequent  delivery  there,,  were 
known  to  all  the  Scotch  at  Rheims  and  other  places;  general 
Maclean,  Mr.  Macnamara,  Mr.  Mackenzie,  lady  Wigton,  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Hepburn,  Mr.  Gordon,  had  all  of  them  correfpondents 
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in  Scotland,  and  doubtlefs  contributed  very  much  to  render  the 
delivery  very  public  amongft  their  friends. 

3d.  Not  one  of  thefe  vvitnefles,  who  have  been  brought  to  de- 
pofe  to  the  reports  and  converfations,  which  prevailed  in  Scot¬ 
land  on  this  fubje6t,  ever  heard  or  fufpedied  that  the  delivery 
was  in  any  other  place  than  Paris.  Mr.  Colvil  has  depofed,  that 
he  (hewed  Mrs.  Hewit’s  letter  to  many  perfons  ;  and  there  is  not 
the  lead:  doubt,  but  that  her  letter  contained  an  early  and  faith¬ 
ful  account  of  the  whole  tranfadlion. 


Conclufion. 

To  conclude  this  part  of  our  journal :  it  appears  that  Mr.  Doug¬ 
las  was  held  to  be  habite  and  repute  the  fon  of  lady  Jane  by  all 
the  perfons,  who  faw  them  during  this  period ;  and  that  fir  John 
Stewart  and  lady  Jane  difeovered  on  all  occafions  the  utmoft  ten- 
dernefs  and  parental  affediion  for  him  :  that  Mrs.  Hewit’s  tefti- 
mony  is  regular  and  confident  in  all  the  circumftances,  which  re- 
fpedt  the  child  or  his  nurfes.  Some  incidents  have  been  brought 
into  proof  by  the  French  witnefies,  which  contradict  her  account 
of  the  conduct  and  health  of  lady  Jane  :  but  thefe  incidents  are 
found  equally  contradictory  to  the  full  and  uninterrupted  informa¬ 
tion,  which  thofe  French  witnelTes  themfelves  have  at  all  times 
given  of  her  ladylhip’s  health  and  conduCt.  And  though  it  is  fcarce 
poflible  entirely  to  clear  them  up,  yet  we  know,  that  the  word  St. 
Germain  was  borrowed  from  firjohn  Stewart’s  declaration  ;  and  that 
the  party  to  Verfailles  was  inadvertently  applied  to  lady  Jane,  when 
(he  was  thought  to  have  Ifaid  at  the  hotel  D’Anjou  till  the  middle 
of  Auguft.  it  is  acknowledged,  that  lady  Jane  did  fubmit  to  a 
more  ftriCl  rule  of  oeconomy  than  (he  wi(hed  (hould  be  known  to 
her  Scotch  acquaintance,  and  that  fir  John  avoided  the  Jacobites  ; 
but  they  never  entertained,  either  in  thought,  word,  or  aClion,  fo 
fruitlefs  a  defign,  as  that  of  concealing  from  their  friends  or  from 
the  world  the  place,  time,  or  manner  of  the  delivery. 

As  to  the  Tournelle  procefs,  far  be  it  from  any  one  who  reve¬ 
rences  good  laws  and  public  juftice,  to  refleCt  on  that  venerable 
court.  The  defender  has  in  his  turn  been  obliged  to  that  court 
for  what  he  has  difeovered  of  the  depofitions  of  Mr.  Godefroi  and 
Mad.  Blainville  j  and  he  l^as  more  to  hope  and  to  expeCt,  if  ever 
thofe  depofitions  fliall  be  publi(hed.  Thofe  witnelTes  indeed  de- 
pofe  under  forne  prepofi'efiion  but  this  prepolTefiion  owes  its  riie 
to  a  different  caufe.  The  terrors,  with  which  the  flories  of  the 
enlevements  have  infpired  them,  are  very  vifible  throughout,  and 
are  greatly  injurious  to  truth  and  to  the  defender. 
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DEFENDER’S  PROOF.  Part  V. 

INCIDENTS  FROM  THE  RETURN  TO  RHEIMS 
TILL  THE  ARRIVAL  OF  THE  FAMILY  IN 
ENGLAND. 

SECT.  I. 

Obfervations  on  the  ferfons  of  Lady  fane  and  the  Child  at  Rheims. 

The  family  returned  to  Rheims  the  i6th  of  Auguft;  1748, 
and  took  up  their  quarters- at  Mad.  Mayette’s.  They  had 
been  abfent  juft  fix  weeks  and  three  days. 

We  muft  begin  by  enquiring,  what  the  people  of  Rheims  and 
others  fay  of  the  perfons  of  lady  Jane  and  the  child. 

Mad.  Mayette  was  not  at  home,  when  her  guefts  arrived  ;  and 
feveral  perfons,  who  appear  as  witnelfes  in  the  procefs,  were  not 
yet  come  to  Rheims.  However,  as  nothing  of  confequence  in¬ 
tervened  between  the  i6th  of  Auguft  and  the  20th  of  September, 
when  they  were  all  alfembled ;  the  whole  number  will  follow  in 
order  in  this  place,  care  being  taken  to  point  out  the  precife  time, 
at  which  each  witnefs  may  be  fuppofed  to  have  made  his  obferva- 
tion. 

^  Ifabel  Walker  is  undoubtedly  the  firft  witnefs,  both  in  point  of 
time  and  importance,  as  it  was  her  bufinefs  to  obferve  the  perfbn 
of  lady  Jane.  She  fays,  **  that  Ihe  obferved  the  greateft  differ- 
‘‘  cnce  in  the  world  in  lady  Jane  when  ftie  returned  to  Rheim«, 
“  by  what  Ihe  was  when  ihe  went  to  Paris ;  for  that  when  fhe 
went  to  Paris  (he  was  big  with  child,  and  when  ftie  returned, 
ftie  was  much  extenuated  and  thin  in  her  lhape ;  and  that  when 
“  lady  Jane  returned  to  Rheims,  fhe  had  a  pale  and  weakly  look.” 
This  witnefs  faw  lady  Jane  a  week  before  her  delivery,  and  fix 
weeks  and  three  days  after  it. 

General  Maclean  faw  lady  Jane  a  day  or  two  after  her  arrival ; 
he  fays,  As  lady  Jane  always  wore  a  loofe  gown  and  a  large 
“  hoop,  he  took  no  notice  of  any  alteration  further  than  he  thinks 
“  he  remembers  fhe  looked  paler  in  the  face.” 

Mr.  Mackenzie  and  Mr.  Macnamara  were  at  Rheims  on  Au¬ 
guft  the  1 6th,  and  fa'w  lady  Jane.  They  have  exprelTed  their  full 
belief,  that  Archibald  is  her  fon  but  have  not  taken  any  particu¬ 
lar  notice  of  her  perfon.— — Mr,  Mackenzie  having  given  a  pointed 

account 
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account'of  the  appearance  of  herpregnancy,  when  he  comes  to  men- 
D.F.53.  E.  tion  her  after  her  return,  fays  only,  fhe  then  looked  very  well.’* ** 


Mr.  Florent  Andrieux  lived  at  Rheims,  and  certainly  faw  lady 
Jane  and  the  child  a  few  days  after  their  arrival  j  but  as  he  was 
only  nineteen  in  the  year  1748,  common  fenfe  tells  us,  that 
little  accuracy  is  to  be  expected  from  him  in  fuch  a  cafe  as  this: 
—  65.B.  jie  p^ys  only,  that  lady  Jane  had  ‘‘  une  figure  interelTante  & 
“  noble,  &  le  teint  plus  pale  que  colore ;  qu’elle  avoit  I’air  de- 

_ 66.  B.  “  licate  &  foible.”  He  fays  he  faw  the  child  -f*  tres  fouvent, 

“  &  qu’il  a  toujours  vuMonf.  &  Mad.  Stewart  marquer  beaucoup 
64.  F.  “  de  tendreflTe  pour  I’enfant.”  He  agrees  with  all  the  reft  of  the 
Rheims  witnelTes 3  “  J  qu’il  n’a  entendu  perfonne  dans  le  terns 
“  anterieur  au  proces  dire  qu’on  a  foup9onne  ces  deux  enfans  de 
“  n’etre  pas  de  Monf.  &  Mad.  Stewart.”  He  does  not  make  the 
leaft  attempt  to  defcribe  the  perfon  of  the  child,  whom  he  faw 
njery  often  j  and  yet  the  inattention  and  forgetfulnefs  of  this  young 
man  is  pleaded  very  ftrongly  bythe  purfuers  againft  the  pregnancy 
and  reconvalefcence  of  lady  Jane  ;  and  we  are  required  to  believe 
on  his  negative  teftimony,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  and  Ifabel  Walker 
are  perjured,  merely  becaufe  they  remember  more  of  their  own 
proper  bufinefs,  than  young  Mr.  Andrieux,  who  had  no  manner 
of  concern  with  it.  , 


P.  P.  163.  E.  Mad.  Sautrez  faw  lady  Jane  and  the  child  a  few  days  after  their 

- 165.  H.  arrival.  She  does  not  defcribe  either  lady  Jane  or  the  child.  She 

attended  only  to  her  bufinefs  as  a  mantua-maker  ;  and  as,  ac- 
- 164.  c.  cording  to  her  account,  fhe  had  not  obferved  lady  Jane’s  preg¬ 
nancy,  (he  was  furprifed  to  find  that  flie  had  brought  a  child 
with  her  at  her  return  from  Paris,  and  cried  out — “  ||  11  faut  que 
“  je  fois  bien  bete  de  ne  m’etre  pas  apperfue  de  tout,  que  Mad, 
“  Stewart  etoit  fi  prcte  d’accoucher.”  She  further  depofes, 
“  §  qu’en  voyant  I’enfant,  &  apprenant  qu'il  etoit  I’enfant  de 
Mad.  Stewart,  il  ne  vint  pas  dans  I’efprit  de  la  depofante,  que 
“  cet  enfant  ne  fut  pas  en  effet  de  Mad.  Stewart.” 


164. D, 


— —  165.  G, 


*  “  Had  a  noble  and  interefting  figure,  her  complexion  rather  pale  than  coloured,  and 

**  Ihe  had  a  delicate  and  weak  appearance.” 

f  “  Very  often,  and  that  he  always  faw  Mr.  and  Mad.  Stewart  Ihew  a  great  deal  of  ten- 
“  dernefs  for  the  child.” 

“  That  he  never  heard  anyone  at  any  time  prior  to  the  prefent  procefs  fay,  that  it  was 
“  fufpefted  that  thefe  two  children  were  not  Mr.  and  Mad.  Stewart’s.” 

II  “  I  muft  be  very  ftupid  not  to  have  obferved  at  all,  that  Mad.  Stewart  was  fo  near  the 

time  of  her  delivery.”  '' 

^  “  That  on  feeing  the  child,  and  hearing  that  it  was  Mad.  Stewart’s,  it  did  not  enter 
“  into  her  mind,  that  the  child  was  not  in  faft  Mad,  Stewart’s.” 

Mr. 
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Mr.  Maillefer,  of  whom  much  has  been  faid  already,  and  Mad* 
Maillefer  became  acquainted  with  lady  Jane  (according  to  Mad, 
Maillefer’s  reckoning)  “  quelques  jours  aprcs  la  retour  a  Rheims;”  ^ 
and  ihe  dates  the  return  at  the  end  of,  Auguft,  or  beginning  of 
beptember.  It  is  certain,  this  family  were  intimately  connected 
with  lady  Jane  before  the  baptifm  of  the  child  on  September  the 
22dj  but  the  commencement  of  their  intimacy  cannot  he  fixed 
to  a  certain  day.— Mad.  Maillefer  fays,  that  the  child  ‘‘  *  en  arri-  — . 
“  vant  lui  paru  avoir  fix  femaines  ou  deux  mois  ;  qu’il  etoit  brun, 

“  avoit  des  grands  yeux  noirs,  &  les  four9ils  bruns.”  This  brown 
child  with  black  eyes  could  never  be  Mignon’s  child  :  and  if  we 
could  depend  as  much  on  this  lady’s  accuracy,  as  we  may  upon  her 
honour,  it  (hould  feem,  that  (he  did  not  receive  lady  Jane’s  firR 
yifit  till  towards  the  end  of  the  month,  nor  return  it  till  fome 
time  later,  when  (he  firft  faw  the  child.  As  neither  Mr.  Maille¬ 
fer  norhis  lady  had  feen  lady  Jane  before  her  journey  to  Paris,  they 

made  no  remarkon  her  perfon  at  her  return.  They  both  aflure  us,  _ 

they  never  had  any  doubt,  nor  ever  heard  of  any  perfon  at  Rheims  — 
who  had  any  doubt,  of  thefe  children  being  the  children  of  fir 
John  Stewart  and  lady  Jane. 

We  could  wi(h  to  have  done  \vith*  Mad.  Maillefer’s  account; 
but  juRice  requires  that  we  (hould  fay  a  word  or  two  on  the  ex¬ 
traordinary  ufe,  which  was  made  of  her  name  and  Mr.  Maille¬ 
fer’s  in  France. 

In  the  Memoire  aConfulter  du  mois  de  Novembre  1762  may  be 
read  as  follows  :  ‘"-f  Mad..  Maillefer  dit,  qu’elle  confiderat  I’enfant  -d. 
affez  attentivement ;  qu’elle  etoit  perfuadee  qu’il.  avoit  fix  a 
fept  mois. — Mad.  Maillefer  fe  fouvient,  qu’il  y  avoit  une  dif- 
‘‘  ferencetres  remarquable  entre  les  deuxenfans,  &c.  que  ces  dif- 
fererices  fi  remarquables  lui  avoit  donnees  dans  le  terns  quel- 
‘‘  ques  foup9oris  d’un  enfant  fuppofe.” 

All  this  is  as  contradictory  to  common  fenfe  as  it  is  to  truth.— 
The  two  children  were  not  at  Rheims  together  till  November 
J749,  when  Mad.  Maillefer’s  fufpicions  are  faid  to  begin.  The 
author  of  this  Rory  did  not  recolleCt,  that  lady  Jane  was  abfent 
from  Rheims  little  more  than  fix  weeks ;  and  that,  if  the  eldeR 
child  had  appeared  fix  months  old,  when  he  was  firR  brought 

*  “  On  coming  to  Rheims  appeared  to  her  about  fix  weeks  or  two  months  old  ;  that  he 

**  was  of  a  brown  colour,  and  had  large  black  eyes  and  brown’ eye-brows.” 

f  “  Mad.  Maillefer  fays,  that  Ihe  confidered  the  child  attentively  ;  and  that  Ihe  was  per- 
fuaded,  that  he  was  fix  or  feven  months  old.  — —  Mad.  Maillefer  remembers,  that  there 
was  a  remarkable  difference  betwixt  the  two  children,  and  that  this  difference  fo  remark- 
**  able  gave  her  at  the -time  fome  fufpicions  of  a  fuppofititious  child.” 

P  p  thither. 


.  147.  B. 
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thither,  Mad.  Maillefer  and  all  the  people  of  Rheims  would  not 
have  fufpeded,  but  known  with  certainty,  in  Auguft  1748,  that 
he  v/as  not  the  fon  of  lady  Jane  Douglas.  •  * 

This  probably  is  one  of  the  laft  quotations, .  which  will  be 
made  from  the  papers  produced  by  order  of  the  Houfe  of  Lords. — 
The  writer  of  thefe  (beets  has  fometiines  argued  from  them  as 
true,  and  fometimes  been  obliged  to  rejedl  them  as  entirely  falfe  ; 
and  therefore  thinks  it  may  not  be  improper  to  explain,  upon 
what  general  principles  he  has  formed  his  judgment. 

ift.  The  Englifh  journal  of  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart  is  certainly  of  cre¬ 
dit,  particularly  as  it  was  written  entirely  for  his  own  private  ufe. 

2d.  The  papers  drawn  up  for  the  ufe  of  the  French  lawyers, 
before  the  plain tes  were  offered  to  the  parliament  of  Paris,  are  ot 
very  doubtful  and  fufpicious  authority.  The  agents  for  the  pur- 
fuers  in  December  1702  knew  nothing  of  the  conduct  of  lady  Jane- 
Douglas,  but  what  they  had  learnt  from  the  depofitions  in  the- 
fervice  ;  but  they  knew  a  complaint  would  no  more  be  admitted* 
by  the  Tournelle,  than  a  bill  would  be  found  by  an  Englifli  grand- 
jury,  unlefs  fome  fadts  were  alledged,  which  would  render  the 
commiffion  of  the  crime  at  lead  probable.  Hence  the  artful 
manner,  in  which  Michel’s  book  was  huddled  into  the  Tournelle 
without  the  knowledge  of  its  owner.  Hence  the  bad  ufe,  which, 
was  made  at  that  time  of  the  names  of  Mad.  Aubrey — of  the  Mi¬ 
chels — of  nurfe  Favre — and  Mad.  Maillefer  ;  who  have  all  lived 
to  di  fa  vow  upon  oath  the  mofl  important  of  thofe  points,  which 
V.  had  been  prefented  in  their  names  to  the  French  counfel,  when  the 
plaintes  and  •the  Monitoire  were  drawn  up. 

3d.  Mofl  of  the  French  papers  in  date  fubfequent  to  the  plaintes- 
and  Monitoire  were  intended  for  the  private  fervice  of  the 
French  agents  5  and  there  feems  no  reafon  to  miftrufl:  them.  We 
muft  except  however  from  this  lift  Mr.  D’Anjou’s  account  cf  the 
conference  on  the  9th  of  Auguft  1763  j  which  is  plainly  finiflaed. 
for  a  particular  and  public  ufe. 

To  return  to  our  proper  fubjedl. 

'®.P.  57.F.  Mad.  Mayette,  at  whofe  houfe  the  family  now  lodged,  did 
not  return  till  three  weeks,  or  a  month  after  the  arrival  of  her 
guefts.  We  have  feen  already,  that  (he  had  once  met  lady  Jane 
in  the  rue  des  Morts,  and  obferved  that  flae  was  with  child  from 
her  difficulty  in  walking,  and  faid,  “  ^  Qu’R  etoit  terns  qu’elle 
58.D.  “  partit,  car  elle  avoit  beaucoup  de  peine  a  marcher.” 


*  “  That  it  was  time  for  her  to  go,  for  flie  had  great  difficulty  in  walking.” 


When. 
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When  Mad.  Mayette  returned  home,  flie  found  lady  Jane  in 
her  houfe,  and  obferved,  “  J- que  Mad.  Stewart  etoit  toujours  d.P.  58.E. 

pale,  6c  qXi’il  lui  par-ut,  que  cette  dame  etoit  fatiguee,  6c  plus 
“  tiree  du  vifage  que  lorfque  de  la  rencontre  dans  la  rue  des 
“  Morts.j  qu’a  I’egard  du  corps.  Mad.  Stewart  lui  parut  beau- 
‘‘  coup  moins  grolfe,  &  meme  extremement  mince.”  With  re- 
fpedt  to  the  child  Ihe  adds,  J  Qp’il  etoit  blanc,  6c  avoit  les 

“  cheveux  tirant  fur  le  brun,  6c  les  yeux  bruns  j  6c  quand  la  de - 58.F. 

pofante  vit  cet  enfant  pour  la  premiere  fois,  il  lui  parut  avoir - 59. a. 

un  mois  ou  fix  femaines.”  . 

The  purfuers  memorialift  makes  a  pretty  ftrong  reflection  on 
the  credit  of  this  witnefs,  which,  as  far  as  it  is  fupported  by  faCt, 
has  been  anfwered  already.  relation  to 

lady  Jane,  is  diftinCt  and  clear.  Her  defcription  of  the  child’s 
perfon  is  quite  Angular.  It  is  of  little  ufe  to  the  defender,  and  of 
none  to  the  purfuers.  , 

On  the  20th  of  September  there  arrived  baron  Macelligot  and  P.  P.1070. s. 
lady  Wigton,  attended  by  Mifs  Primrofe  and  Mrs.  Greig,  who 
are  all  witnelTes  in  this  caufe.  They  all  remained  at  Aix-la-Cha- 
pelle,  when  lady  Jane  left  it  on  the  2ift  of  May  5  fo  that  they 
took  leave  of  her,  when  fbe  v/as  in  the  eighth  month  of  her  preg¬ 
nancy,  and  returned  to  fee  her  about  ten  weeks  and  a  half  after 
her  delivery. 

Baron.  Macelligot  fays,  That  before  and  about  the  time  of  the  D.P.  350-0. 
“  chriftening  he  did  indeed  fee  a  mod;  vifible  difference  in  lady 
‘‘  Jane’s  Aiape  and  looks ;  that  flie  was  prodigiouliy  lean,  much 
‘.'  paler, than  ufual,  and  very  weak;  in  a  word,  that  he  law  that 
dilFerence,  which  is  always  obfervable  in  a  woman,  that  has 
"  been  lately  brought  to-bed.” 

The  purfuers  memorialift  is  very  pleafant  upon  the  poor  baron  Mem.  pt.  2. 
for  .ohfarving  the  effeCts  of  a  late  delivery  more  than  ten  vveeks  P- 219. 
after  it  had  happened.  But  this  gentleman  did  not  confider,  that 
baron  Macelligot’s  words  are  plainly  referable,  not  to  the  pofitive 
elfeds  of  the  delivery,  but  to  the  vifible  difference  betv/een  lady 
JJjape  a?2d  looks  at  that  period,  and  the  former  ftiape  and 


f  “  That  Mad.  Stewart  was  always  pale;  and  that  it  appeared  to  her  that  the  lady  was 
“  fatigued,  and  thinner  in  the  face  than  when  (he  met  her  in  the  llreet  des  Morts  ;  and  with 
“  refpeft  to  her  body,  Mad.  Stewart  appeared  to  her  a  great  deal  thinner,  and  even  ex- 
“  treme'.y  thin.” 

I  “  That  he  was  white,  and  had  browniflt  hair  and  brown  eyes  ;  and  when  (he  faw  the 
child  hrft,  he  appeared  about  a  month  or  fix  weeks  old.” 

P  p  2  looks 
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Ohfervations  on  the  Pevfons  of  P^t  V; 

looks  which  he  had  obferved  at  Aix.  At  whatever  period  fubfc- 
quent  to  the  loth  of  July  1748  the  baron  had  obferved  lady  Jane^y 
he  would  have  found  her  appearance  vifibly  different,  from.  wl>ar 
it  was  on  the  2  iff  of  May  1748. 

After  mentioning  lady  Jane’s  fondnefs  for  the  child,  he  adds, 
“  That  he  never  doubted,  as  fure  as  God  is  in  heaven,  but  that 
“  it  was  lady  Jane’s  child  3  and,  that  whil.ff  he  ftaid  at  Rheims, 
he  never  heard  any  one  doubt  in  the  lead  of  its  being  lady 
“  Jane’s  child.” 

Lady  Wigton  was  examined  only  by  commiflion  on  the  fervice, 
and  faid  nothing  relative  to  the  perfons  of  lady  Jane  or  the  child 
a^  this  period. 

Mifs  Primrofe  fays,  that  wheni^lhe  faw  lady  Jai)e  upon  her  ar¬ 
rival  at  Rheims,  her  perfon  was  fp  much  flen.derer  than  when  ffie 
faw  her  at  Aix,  and  there  was  fuch  a  difference  in,  her  whole  ap¬ 
pearance,  that  the  deponent  fcarce  knew  her  to  be  the  fanie 
woman. 

Mrs.  Greig,  who  had  faid  in  her  firff  oath,  that  nobody  but 
one  blind  could  have  doubted  lady  Jane’s  being  with  child,” 
adds  in  her  depolition  in  this  caufe,  “  that  at  Rheims  ffie  had  the 
“  appearance  the  deponent  expeeffed  after  hearing,  that  ffie  was 
“  brought  to-bed  of  two  children.” 

Walter  lord  Elan  tyre  was  alfo  prefent  at  this  time.  He  had 
never  feen  lady  Jane  during  her  pregnancy ;  and  as  his  lordlhip, 
died  before  this  fuit  began,  we  muff  have  recourfe  to  the  depolition 
of  lady  Dowager  Blantyre,  his  mother,  who  fays,  “  That  Ihc 
“  has  heard  him  fay,  that  he  never  heard  any  body  doubt,  that 
“  thele  children  were  hers,  till  he  came  to  Britain  ;  that  he  himr 
felf  feemed  convinced,  that  thefe  were  her  children,  and  often 
“  declared  he  had  no  doubt  of  it.” 

Thefe  fourteen  perfons  are  all,  who  are  known  to  have  had  the 
opportunity  of  making  accurate  obfervations  of  lady  Jane  and  the 
child,  when  they  came  firff  to  Rheims,  or  a  little  later.  The 
purfuers  tell  us,  that  thefe  witneffes  prove  only,  that  lady  Jane 
had  a  pale,  delicate,  and  fickly  look,  and  that  fojne  of  the  per¬ 
fons,  who  then  faw  her  with  a  young  child  whom  Ihe  acknow¬ 
ledged  to  be  hers,  naturally  conneded  this  appearance  with  the 
notion  of  her  having  been  lately  delivered.  This  is  by  no  means 
the  whole  of  the  proof.  All  thefe  witneffes  do  for  themfelves, 
and  for  all  other  perfons  whom  they  knew  in  France,  make  that 
connexion  3  and  fome  of  them  do  a  great  deal  moreu  They  had 
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feen  lady  Jane  in  an  advanced  ftage  of  her  pregnancy,  and  they 
point  out  in  ftrong  terms  the  vaft  difference  in  her  lliape  and  in 
her  countenance;  fuch  a  difference  as  could  be  owing  to  nothing 
but  an  intermediate  delivery,  and  which  excludes  the  pofllbility 
of  a  fraud.  The  purfuers  memorialifl:  is  fo  fenfible  of  this,  that, 
without  the  leaft  warrant  from  common  fenfe  or  humanity> 
he  treats  all  the  witneffes  of  this  clafs  as  perjured  perfons. 

SECT.  IL 

Of  the  baptifm  of  Archibald  September  the  22d» 

The  baptifm  of  Archibald  was  delayed  till  the  arrival  of  lady  D.P.  lo;©*. 

Wigton  and  baron  Macelligot.  It  was  now  publicly  cele¬ 
brated  in  the  parifh  church  of  St.  Jaques  on  the  22d  of  Septem - 310.  f. 

ber  1748. 

The  omiffion  of  the  place,  the  day,  and  month  of  the  birth  in  —  icxzo.e, 
the  regifter  of  the  baptifm,  is  called  in  the  premiere  plain te,. 

«  *  Une  infradiion  le  plus  manifefle  des  ordonnances  du  royaume.” 

In  the  Monitoire  it  is  filled  a  fraudulent  precaution. — In  the  Con-  —  1012.  v. 
defcendance  of  Fadls  it  is  faid,  “  That  the  adl  of  baptifm  is  de-  No.  42. 

fedtive  and  irregular  in  feveral  of  its  moil  efential  points.”— 

Who  could  believe  after  this,  that  the  afl  of  baptifm  is  regular 

in  alLits  points  ?  Yet  fuch  it  appears  not  only  from  the  depofition  - 

of  Mr.  Savar,  chaplain  of  St.  James’s  parifh,  but  from  all  the  en¬ 
tries  made  in  the  regifter  of  that  parilh  in  the  years  1748  and 
174.9.. 

A  circumflance  in  this  chriflening,  relative  to  Sholto  the  other 
child,  is  brought  into  proof  by  accident  from  the  private  letters 
of  two  perfons  prefent.  Lord  Blantyre  in’ a  letter  to  lady  Jane 
Douglas,  dated  Paris  the  24th  of  April  1749?  writes  thus  :  “  Adieu,  Serv.  56.  3, 
“  my  dear  madam,  I  fend  a  number  of  compliments  to  Mrs. 

Hewit,  to  Mr.  Stewart — and  to  my  two  godfons.”  And  ba¬ 
ron  Macelligot  writes  thus  to  Mr.  Florentin:  only  four  days  after 
the  chriflening:  “  Leurs  deux  garcons  fe  portent  bien  ;  on  nous  p.p.  1070.G 
“  a  donne  une  fete  fplendide  a  Toccafion  de  labateme,  qui  efl  de- 
“  fere  jufqu’a  notre  arrive  ;  j’ai  eu  le  plaifir  de  voir  des  chre- 
“  tiens,  etant  parein.”  The  purfuers  memorialifl  lets  lord  Blan- 


»  “  A  moft  manifell  breach  of  the  laws  of  the  country.” 

f  “  Their  two  fons  are  very  well;  they  gave  us  a  fplendid  entertainment  at  the  chrifien^ 
“  ing,  which  was  delayed  till  our  arrival ;  1  was  gpdfather,  and  had  the  pkafure  of  feeing^ 
“  them  made  chriftians,’.’ 
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tyre  pafs  ;  but  he  would  willingly  perfuade  us,  that  the  baron 
was  weak  enough  to  imagine  both  the  children  were  at  Rheims, 
and  that  he  himfelf  had  been  prefent  at  the  baptifm  of  both  as 
god-father,  when  in  reality  there  was  but  one  child  there.  Per¬ 
haps  we  may  find  better  fenfe  in  thefe  expreffions.  Sholto  had 
lieen  baptifed  privately  without  god-fathers.  There  was  a  feem- 
ing  defedt  in  his  baptifm,  according  to  the  rules  of  the  church. 
All  that  my  lord  and  the  baron  mean,  is  with  much  good-nature 
to  declare,  that  they  were  ready  to  fupply  this  defedt ;  that  they 
flood  intentionally  in  the  fame  relation  to  the  abfent  child,  as 
they  had  profeft  to  fiand  in  to  the  child  that  was  prefent  The 
concurrence  of  thefe  two  perfons  in  one  fingular  mode  of  expref- 
fion  at  the  difiance  of  many  months,  when  they  had  been  long 
feparated  from  each  other,  fiiews  clearly,  that  the  family  did  not 
confine  themfelves  to  generals  when  they  fpoke  of  the  youngeft 
child,  but  that  all  the  little  incidents  of  his  birth  were  minutely 
talked  over  at  the  chrifiening,  from  whence  lord  Blantyre  and  the 
baron  both  learnt  to  adopt  the  fame  humane  and  benevolent  lan¬ 
guage.  It  is  impofiable  they  fliould  have  learnt  it  by  any  other  means. 

The  whole  witnefTes  at  Rheims  mention  their  being  told  im¬ 
mediately  on  fir  John  and  lady  Jane’s  return  from  Paris,  that 
they  had  left  their  youngeft  child  in  the  neighbourhood  of  that 
town.  Nurfe  Mangin  in  particular  fwears,  that  fhe  often  heard 
Monf  and  Mad.  Stewart,  and  the  chambermaids,  fpeak  of  this 
child,  which  was  at  nurfe  near  Paris  ;  and  that  file  was  even 
employed  to  make  cloaths  for  this  child ;  and  that  it  confifts 
with  her  knowledge,  that  Mr.  Stewart  went  feveral  times  to  fee 
him,  and  carried  cloaths  to  him  two  or  three  times. 

Before  we  quit  this  month  of  September,  it  -is  necefi'ary  to  ob- 
ferve,  that  during  the  courfeof  it  lady  Jane  fell  again  with  child. 
The  commencement  of  this  pregnancy  is  not  exacfily  afcertained 
by  the  proof.  More  will  be  faid  of  it,  when  we  come  to  treat 
of  the  mifcarriage. 


SECT.  III. 

Of  the  argument  from  habite  and  repute, 

'^1"^  PIE  child,  who  was  here  baptifed,  is  indifputably  the  fame 
perfon  as  the  prefent  defender  :  fo  that,  if  the  condudl  of 
his  parents  has  been  vindicated  thus  far  from  all  fufpicion  of 
fraud,  one  would  imagine  the  necelTary  proof  were  now  at  an  end, 
and  Mr.  Douglas  is  from  this  time  alTuredly  habite  and  repute  the 
child,  who  was  baptized  at  Rheims  as  fon  of  fir  John  Stewart. 

But 
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But  it  feems,  the  great  lawyers  are  fomewhat  divided  in  opinion, 
whether  his  Hate  of  habite  and  repute  from  his  birth  to  this  time 
is  fufficiently  eHablilhed  by  the  evidence  in  procefs. 

It  is  far  from  the  defign  of  thefe  papers  to  engage  in  any  difputc 
on  a  point  of  law.  The  writer  however  cannot  help  taking  notice, 
that  the  ground  of  habite  and  repute  in  France  is  greatly  under¬ 
valued  by  fome  perfons. 

It  has  been  faid  (Almon  page  326  (j),  Anderfon  page  459)  ‘‘  that 
“  the  habite  and  repute  at  Paris  is  only  that  of  the  family  of 
“  Mad.  Michel.”  If  by  this  be  meant,  that  none  but  the  family 
of  Michel  are  found  to  give  evidence  to  the  habite  and  repute  at 
that  early  period,,  the  affertion  is  not  true.  If  it  be  further 
meant,  that  the  proof  of  habite  and  repute  is  confined  by  the 
artful  conduct  of  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  wdthin  the  limits  of  that 
family,  the  fadt  is  certainly  falfe.  Nurfe  Favre,  her  hufband, 
and  brother-in-law,  are  not  of  the  family  of  Michel;  Mad.  Daux 
and  Mad.  Pelletier  are  not  of  that  family  ;  and  furely  a  carrier 
and  a  miftrefs  of  a  coffee-houfe  are  fome  of  the  moil:  likely  per¬ 
fons  in  the  world  to  publilh  what  they  hear  ;  and  thefe  perfons 
were  never  direded  to  be  fecret.  It  is  morally  impoffible  to  fup- 
pofe,  that  Mr.  Andrieux,  and  all  the  other  gentlemen  of  Rheims, 
lliould  negledl  to  congratulate  fir  John  Stewart  on  the  birth  of 
the  children  ;  and  whatever  letters  of  that  kind  were  fent,  palled 
through  the  hands  of  Mr.  Godefroi,  who  mull  have  known  a 
great  many  particulars  about  fir  John  Stewart  more  than  he  at 
prefent  is  pleafed  to  recollea.  The  bad  nurfe  from  St.  Germain  s 
Raid  a  whole  night  at  Michel’s ;  and  when  Ihe  was  firft  engaged, 
was  intended  to  have  been  carried  to  Rheims,  otherwife  they 
would  not  have  bought  the  cloaths  for  her  mentioned  by  Mad. 
Favre.  If  this  woman  had  gone  to  Rheims,  or  been  found,  we 
had  been  at  no  lofs  to  trace  out  the  drunken  nurfe  from  whom  flie 
received  the  child,  and  in  all  probability  Mad.  Lc  Brun  had  been 
difeovered;  nay,  if  either  Marie  Mai ilTet,  Michel’s  maid,  or 
Mad  Breval,  had  been  now  living,  it  is  probable  they  would  have 
told  us  many  circumftances,  which  they  ha4  learnt  in  their  even¬ 
ings  converfation  with  the  bad  nurfe.  Nurfe  Favre  had  feveral 
conferences  with  Mad.  Daux  on  the  fubjeft  of  the  child,  and_  was 
fome  days  at  Dammartin  with  nurfe  Mangin  who  went  to  Rheims 
fo  that  many  a  door  was  open  to  carry  the  whole  Pans  hiHory  to 
Kheims,  and  from  thence  to  Scotland;  and  it  is  certain  that  lir 
lohn  Stewart  never  put  out  his  hand  to  Unit  it  He  lived  freely 
and  artleay  with  the  people  about  him ;  and  if  we  have  not  fo 
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particular  accounts  of  every  tranfacftion  as  we  could  with,  the  de- 
fedt  mud;  be  imputed  to  the  length  of  time,  which  had  elapfed 
before  the  enquiry  was  begun  ;  and  in  part  to  the  eafy  and  natural 
condudt  of  the  family,  which  afforded  nothing  very  ftriking,  or 
worthy  particular  obfervation.  It  was  added,  “  Who  of  their 
family  was  ever  to  queftion  the  truth  of  the  accounts  given  by 
**  a  ftranger  lady  of  her  having  had  a  child.” — Nobody  furely;  but 
every  one  of  that  family  was  interefted  to  queftion,  whether  the 
lady,  who  came  to  the  houfe,  was  the  mother  of  that  child  which 
fhe  brought  with  her.  Many  wife  remarks  have  been  made  on 
the  nurfe  with  no  milk,  and  fhe  has  been  found  by  fome  to  be 
more  like  the  nurfe  of  a  Mignon,  than  of  a  Douglas.  If  this  was 
fo,  can  any  one  believe,  that  fhe  would  not  have  appeared  in  the 
fame  light  to  the  family  of  Michel  ?  Thefe  Michels  are  honeft 
people,  and  keep  a  reputable  houfe  :  if  there  had  been  the  leaft 
fhadow  of  mifeondud:  in  fir  John  or  lady  Jane,  the  flender  profit,^ 
which  accrued  to  the  Michels,  would  never  have  tempted  them 
to  difcredit  their  houfe.  But  they  not  only  received  thefe  fufpi- 
cious  guefls,  but  took  a  good  deal  of  pains  to  accommodate  them 
well,  and  procure  a  woman  of  credit  to  nurfe  the  child  ;  and  they 
now  appear  to  give  the  mod:  ample  tedimony  of  their  nrm  belief 
that  all  was  right. 

It  is  further  urged;  ‘‘  after  returning  to  Rlieims  the  fame  argu- 
ment  holds  good;  they  came  there  amongd  drangers,  who  had 
no  intered:  whatever  in  the  matter.”  It  is  fcarce  to  be  con¬ 
ceived,  that  any  one  fhould  venture  to  call  thefe  perfons  drangers 
to  lady  Jane,  unlefs  every  one  is  a  dranger,  except  the  very  next 
of  kin.  Six  perfons  of  fafhion  from  Scotland  met  them  at  R Heims, 
befides  fervants,  all  of  whom  had  correfpondents  in  their  own 
country ;  among  thefe,  four  (excluding  fervants)  were  witnefTcs 
to  lady  Jane’s  pregnancy;  and  lord  Blantyre  was  a  relation. — Mr. 
Maillefer,  as  much  a  dranger  as  he  was,  fhewed  a  particular 
defire  to  be  acquainted  with  the  circumdances  and  condud  of  his 
new  acquaintance,  particularly  of  what  pad  at  Paris,  and  no  doubt 
received  all  the  informatioii  he  defired  ;  an  information,  which  to¬ 
tally  overthrows  the  whole  credit  of  the  purfuers  alibi  proof,  and 
leaves  Mr.  Godefroi  nothing  but  the  wretched  alternative  of  a  per¬ 
jured  witnefs,  or  an  accomplice  in  the  pretended  fraud. 

In  diort,  if  we  refled;  one  moment  on  the  manner,  in  which 
mod  of  our  merchants,  our  clergy,  our  foldiers,  and  failors  marry 
and  fettle  in  the  world,  we  diall  generally  find  them  remote  from 
the  refidence  of  their  infancy,  and  from  their  next  of  kin  at  the 
time  of  the  birth  of  their  fird-born,  furrounded  with  new  acquain¬ 
tance. 
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tances  much  lefs  attached  to  their  families  or  interefted  in  their 
concerns,  than  lord  Blantyre,  lady  Wigton,  and  the  other  Scotch 
at  Rheims  were  to  thofe  of  lady  Jane  Douglas ;  much  lefs  difpofed 
to  enquire,  or  doubt,  than  any  of  thofe  perfons  who  are  invidioiijly 
called  jirangers, 

Mr.  Douglas  has  been  always  habite  and  repute- the  fon  of  lady 
Jane  Douglas  with  all  and  every  of  the  perfons,  who  had  the 
neareft  and  beft  means  of  knowing  the  truth  of  his  birth  ;  with 
all  thofe,  who  faw  him  or  his  mother  in  the  firft  Rages  of  his  in¬ 
fancy  i  and  with  all  others,  who  refided  in  France  at  the  time  of 
his  birth,  and  converfed  with  thofe  perfons  who  had  feen  lady 
Jane  with  child. 

But  the  purfuers,  it  feems,  have  brought  feveral  refpecRable  per¬ 
fons  from  Scotland,  and  amongft  the  reft  the  noble  guardians  of 
the  defender,  to  fay,  that  they  heard  fome  people  in  Scotland  fay, 
that  thefe  children  were  not  lady  Jane’s.  Neither  thefe  witnefles 
themfelves,  nor  the  perfons  from  whom  they  received  their  ac¬ 
counts,  knew  one  fyllable  of  the  truth,  or  ever  troubled  themfelves 
to  learn  any  circumftances  relating  to  the  delivery,  but  what  had 
been  tranfmitted  by  fir  John  Stewart  and  lady  Jane,  or  Mrs.  Hewit. 

Not  one  living  witnefs  has  owned,  that  he  himfelf  entertained 
thofe  fufpicions  j  and  the  greater  part  of  the  witneffes  in  procefs 
have  declared,  they  believed  the  account  of  the  birth,  notwith- 
ftanding  the  reports  to  the  contrary.  Of  the  two  reafons  popu¬ 
larly  affigned  for  thefe  fufpicions,  one  was  falfe,  and  the  other  an 
argument  founded  on  the  grofleft  ignorance  I  mean  the  article 
in  the  foreign  Gazette;  and  the  impoffibility  faid  to  arife  from  P.  P.  85.K. 
lady  Jane’s  advanced  age.  With  refpedl  to  the  private  belief  of 

the  witneffes  themfelves,  Mr.  Colvil  calls  the  reports  z-merefarcey  - 298.K. 

and  fays,  he  never  paid  any  regard  to  them. — 'Mr.  Macmillan  fays,  - 

people  fpoke  as  they  affedted. — Mr.  Haldane  fays,  he  never  en-  303'.  u*. 
tertained  any  fufpicion. — Mrs.  Frances  Cockburn  fays,  that  fhe  has 
no  doubt,  but  they  are  lady  Jane’s  children. — Mifs  Primrofe  and 
the  chevalier  Douglas  are  pointed  witneffes  to  the  pregnancy. — 

The  countefs  of  Glafgow  fays,  it  was  the  opinion  of  her  father’s  398y 
family,  that  they  were  lady  Jane’s. — To  thefe  we  muft  undoubt¬ 
edly  add  his  grace  the  duke  of  Queenfberry,  lord  Cathcart,  and 
the  family  of  the  late  lady  Shaw,  whofe  noble  and  difinterefted 
protection  of  the  defender  fufticiently  affures  us,  that  they  never 
entertained  any  doubt  of  the  truth  of  his  birth. 

This  is  a  diftinCl  ftate  of  the  Scotch  evidence,  upon  which  the 
purfuers  found  their  negative  propofition,  that  in  the  year  3748 
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the  defender  was  not'generally  ha.bite  and  repute  the*  fon.ofrlady 
Jane  Douglas  in,  Scotland.  It  amounts  to  thus  much,  That,fome 
one  in  Scotland  was  wicked  enough  to  invent  a  wilful  falihood> 
and  others  credulous  enough  to  believe  it.  To  cite  the  report  in 
Scotland,  is  only  to  bring  one  untruth  to  the  fupport  of  another  ; 
apd  indeed  it  is  matter  of  furprize,  that  no  effort, has  bee^  rpade 
to  prove  that  the  defender  was  not  habite  and  repute  in  trance  j 
for  after  it  was  given  out  that  the  entry  in  Michel  s  book  was  of 
fir  John’s  hand-writing,  and  that  the  purfuers  had  difcovered  ^ 
the  father  and  mother  of  the  children,  the  general  belief  at  Paris 
feems  for  fome  time  to  have  been,  that  he  was  not  the  fon  of  lady 
Jane. 

It  was  neceffary  to  fay  thus  much  on'  the  general  argument 
founded  on  thofe  reports,  confidered  as  early  reports.  The  hif- 
tory  of  the  feveral  tricks,  which  were  fuccefiively  invented  to  im- 
pofe  on.  the  duke  of  Douglas,  will  be  found  in  their  chronological 

order. 

The  purfuers  call  upon  us  to  cortfider  thefe  points  in  another 
point  of  view.  They  fay,  that  they  came  early  to  the  ears  of  the 
family ;  and  that  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  never  took  any  pains  ef- 
fedually  to  afcertain  the  reality  of  the  birth,  when  it  was  in 
their  power,  though  they  knew  fufpicions  were  raifed  againft  it. 
This  is  Hated  as  a  prefumptive  argument  againft  the  defender. 

How  far  we  are  to  think  fir  John  and  kdy  Jane  guilty  of  wilful 
negle<5t  in  this  point,  will  depend  much  on  the  manner,  and  time,, 
and  circumftances,  in  which  thefe  reports  were  feverally  conveyed 
to  them.  The  writer  of  thefe  papers  has  felt  the  particular  ex¬ 
pediency  of  a  chronological  method,  when  he  has  attempted  to 
inveftigate  the  motives  of  any  perfon’s  conduct  j  and  as  the  re¬ 
ports  were  feverally  brought  to  the  famOy  at  difierent  periods,  and; 
as  the  family  adlually  did  fomething  from  time  to  time  in  confe- 
quence  of  fuch  information,  this  fubjedt  rauft  be  deferred  to  its. 
proper  place. 

SECT.  lY. 

Of  Sir  fohn  Stewart's  return  to  Tarts  in  October  1 748'. 

ON  .the  9th  of  Odtober  1748  fir  John  Stewart  returned  to  Paris^ 
to  fee  Sholto.  He  was  accompanied  in  this  jaunt  by  the 
baron  Macelligot  and  Mr.  John  Hay.  As  thefe  gentlemen  could 
be  no  ftrangers  to  fir  John’s  defign  of  going  to  Paris,^  it  is  pro¬ 
bable  they  know  fomething  relative  to  the  younger  child. 

Mr. 
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Mr.  John  Hay  is  not  a  witnefs  in  procefs.  It  is  not  known* 
how  long  he  ftaid  in  Paris  at  this  time  ;  only  it  appears,  that  he 
was  acquainted  with  the  other  Scotch  who  were  there  ;  and  parti¬ 
cularly,  that  he  dined  in  this  very  month  with  the  chevalier 
Johnfton,  in  company  with  the  baron  and  fir  John  Stewart.  Mr. 

Hay  certainly  knew  all  the  circumftances  of  lady  Jane’s  family,  P.  P.  53.  k 
which  were  publickly  known  at  Rheims ;  and  we  have  feen,  that 
what  was  publickly  known  at  Rheims  in  September  1748,  was  at 
leaft  all  and  every  part  of  what  has  fince  been  depofed  in  this  pro¬ 
cefs  3  and  yet  it  feems  the  chevalier  Johnfton,  who  converfed 
with  this  Mr.  Hay,  and  fome  other  Scotch  gentlemen  then  at 
Paris  remained  ftill  ignorant,  that  the  delivery  was  at  Paris,  or 
that  Sholto  was  at  nurfe  in  the  neighbourhood.  Whether  the 
prefent  ignorance  of  thefe  gentlemen  proceeds  from  want  of  in¬ 
formation,  or  want ‘of  memory,  is  of  little  confequence  to  Mr. 
Douglas. — This  inftance  ferves  to  fliew,  that  the  little  incidents 
in  lady  Jane’s  family  were  not  thought  of  confequence  in  1748, 
and  vindicates  the  charadler  of  fir  John  Stewart  from  all  fufpicion 
of  intentional  concealment. 

Baron  Macelligot  never  went  to  fee  Sholto.  His  account  is  as  D.P.  354 
follows  :  “  That,  as  much  as  he  can  recoiled:,  lir  John’s  reafon 
“  for  going  to  Paris  was  to  fee  his  other  child  :  that  he  believes 
“  fir  John  and  he  did  lodge  together  in  the  fame  hotel  :  that  fir 
John  when  in  Paris  did  fpeak  to  the  deponent  of  his  other  fon 
there,  and  faid,  to  the  beft  of  his  the  deponent’s  remembrance, 

“  that  he  was  on  the  mending  hand:  that  he  does  not  recoiled 
“  to  have  been  informed  by  fir  John  where  the  child  was,  or  in 
whofe  care;  that,  to  the  beft  of  his  memory,  the  reafon  of  his 
‘‘  never  going  to  fee  the  child,  was  his  the  deponent’s  indif- 
“  pofition.” 

It  is  plain,  that  fir  John  Stewart  aded  throughout  with  intire 
confidence  in  baron  Macelligot,  and  nothing  but  the  baron’s  ill- 
nefs  prevented  him  from  feeing  the  child.  Can  we  believe,  that 
fir  John  would  have  aded  in  this  manner,  if  he  had  had  no  child 
to  produce  ?  The  purfuers  tell  us,  that  if  enquiry  had  been  made, 
fir  John  might  have  told  the  people  at  Rheims  and  in  Scotland,  that 
the  fickly  child  was  dead :  but  what  could  he  have  faid  to  baron 
Macelligot,  if  an  occafional  intermiflion  of  his  diforder  had  ena¬ 
bled  him  to  offer  to  vifit  the  child  ?  If  he  had  told  him  the  child 
was  dead,  provifion  muft  have  been  made  for  the  funeral ;  the 
death  would  have  been  publiftied  amongft  all  the  Britifti  at  Paris 
by  the  baron  and  Mr.  Hay ;  the  Scotch  would  have  wiflied  to  ho- 
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nour  the  remains  of  a  child  of  the  houfe  of  Douglas,  and  rendered 
a  mock  interment  altogether  impradticable. 

Lady  Jane  tells  Mrs.  Hepburn  in  her  letter  of  Odober  1748^ 
that  Sholto  was  ftill  mighty  weak  and  tender,  though  rather  fome- 
what  revived,  and  better  within  thefe  few  weeks :  which  is  the 
fame  account  with  the  baron’s. — Sir  John  Stewart  returned  to- 
Rheims  before  the  end  of  the  month,  but  baron  Macelligot  wa» 
left  at  Paris. 

m 

SECT.  Y. 

Of  Lord  Blantyres  journey  to  Paris* 

D.P.995.E.  COON  after  fir’ John  Stewart’s  return  to  Rheims,  viz.  on  the 
^  nth  of  November  1748,  he  wrote  to  his  fon,  now  fir  John 
Stewart,  in  the  following  terms  :  But  my  dear  Jack,  now  that 

**  you  are  difengaged,  what  fhould  hinder  your  coming  here  to- 
**  me,  where  you  have  hearty  welcome  to  lady  Jane,  who  wants 
**  much  to  make  you  acquainted  with  your  brothersy  and  renew 
“  your  acquaintance  with  me.  If  you  have  money,  a  little  can- 
“  not  be  better  employed  ;  if  you  have  little  of  that  neceffary 
“  evil,  frugality  fliould  determine  your  gratifying  me  in  it,  as- 
“  you  cannot  pofiibly  live  fo  well  and  fo  cheap  as  with  us,  where: 

it  ihall  ftand  you  nothing  to  fare  as  we  do  foj  my  dear,  come,” 

This,  as  well  as  the  former  prefling  invitation,  which  he  had 
given  this  young  gentleman  to  go  over  and  live  with  them,  was  a 
moil  incredible  condu6l  on  the  part  of  fir  John  Stewart,  if  it  be 
true,  as  the  purfuers  alledge,  that,  when  he  prefled  him  firfl;  to  go 
over,  fir  John  was  only  on  the  look-ouf  where  he  could  ileal 
children  j  and  that  now  he  had  only  one  child,  to  whom  he  could 
introduce  him  in  the  charadler  of  a  brother.  If  this  prefling  in¬ 
vitation  had  been  accepted,  and  fir  John  certainly  had  all  the  rea- 
fon  in  the  world  to  think  it  would,  this  young  man  rnufl  inevi¬ 
tably  have  difcovered  the  whole  fraud  :  but  upon  the  fuppofition 
that  the  birth  was  real,  and  both  the  children  then  in  fir  John’s 
pofieifion,  the  conduct  was  natural  and  proper. 

If  the  late  lord  Blantyre  had  been  alive,  he  probably  would  have* 
been  a  witnefs  of  confequence  on  the  fubjedl  of  Sholto.  This  young, 
lord  was  a  relation  of  the  family  of  Douglas,  and  took  a  particu- 
P.P.  363.H.  lar  interefi:  in  lady  Jane’s  concerns,.  He  was  at  Paris  in  Odober 

- 364.  c.  1748,  and,  for  what  appears  to  the  contrary,  continued  there  till 

May 
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May  1749,  when  he  returned  home.  There  are  feveral  letters 
from  him  in  procefs,  and  others  in  which  he  is  mentioned  ^  but 
the  collection  is  imperfeCt,  and  there  is  no  direCt  proof  that  he 
ever  faw  the  child,  or  that  he  did  not.  However,  a  palTage  in  a 
letter  from  lord  Mark  Kerr  to  lord ‘Crawford,  dated  the  3d  of  June  Serv.5UF. 
1749,  deferves  to  be  quoted.  Lord  Mark  writes  thus  :  “  My 
“  lord,  I  had  her  letter  (lady  Jane’s)  to  my  lord  Blantyre,  which 
**  your  lordlhip  was  pleafed  to  fend  me,  which  I  returned  to  his 
“  lordihip  with  my  defire,  that  he  would  be  fo  good  as  be  at  the 
“  trouble  to  write  to  the  duke,  to  let  his  grace  know  he  had  feen 
the  two  boys.”  Upon  what  ground  did  lord  Mark  Kerr  make 
this  requeil  to  lord  Blantyre  in  confequence  of  lady  Jane’s  letter,' 
which  was  then  before  him,  unlefs  it  had  either  appeared  to  his 
lordihip  from  that  letter,  or  that  lord  Blantyre  had  told  him,  that 
he  had  feen  the  two  children  ? 

SECT.  VI. 

OJ'  Lady  Jane's  expectations  from  Scotland. 

^'T^HE  firfi:  circumftance  worthy  our  attention  after  fir  John’s 
return  to  Rheims  was  the  news  from  Scotland.  Mr.  Colvil, 
the  chief  evidence  on  this  head,  calls  his  news  a  mere  farce.  But 
as  every  thing  is  to  be  taken  ferioufly  in  this  procefs,  this  report 
mufi:  be  confidered. 

The  marriage  of  lady  Jane,  and  the  birth  of  her  two  fons  on 
the  loth  of  July  1748,  had  been  notified  in  form  to  the  duke  of 
Douglas,  and  to  mofi;  of  her  friends  in  Scotland.  It  was  reafonable 
to  expeCt,  that  the  duke  would  take  fome  part  in  an  event  fo  in- 
terefting  to  his  family  i  and  there  is  no  doubt,  but  fir  John  and  lady 
Jane  were  prepared  for  it.  The  defender  alledges,  that  his  parents 
aCled  a  natural  and  eafy  part  at  this  time,  in  confequence  of  a  real 
delivery.  The  purfuers  fay,  they  aCted  falfely  and  artificially,  in 
order  to  conceal  a  pretended  one.  To  judge  rightly  of  their  con¬ 
duct,  one  fhould  carefully  confider,  what  thofe  confequences  were, 
which  were  moil  likely  to  follow  from  the  communication  of  this 
news  at  Douglas  eaflle. 

Either  the  duke  would  fufpeCt  the  reality  of  the  birth,  or  he 
would  not.  If  he  did  not,  it  is  not  eafy  to  conceive,  that  the 
news  of  a  natural  event  fo  advantageous  to  his  family,  could  give 
him  any  difgull.  But  it  happened,  that  his  grace  had  never  yet 
declared  himfelf  on  the  fubjeCl  of  the  marriage.  The  birth  of 
the  children  would  probably,  it  was  thought,  oblige  him  to  fpeak 
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out;  and  on  this  point  there  was  very  great  reafon  to  doubt,  what 
part  he  would  be  pleafed  to  take.  That  his  grace  Ihould  merely 
on  account  of  this  incident  in  his  family  at  once  forget  all  his 
,  prejudices;  be  reconciled  to  his  lifter,  with  whom  he  had  been 
many  years  at  variance  ;  receive  into  favour  the  hiifband  whom-flie 
had  chofen,  to  whom  he  had  very  great  and  juft  exceptions;  and 
admit  Mrs.  Hewit,  the  fuppofed  advifer  of  all  the  condudl  which 
had  difpleafed  him,  into  a  (hare  of  his  bounty ;  is  more  than  ever 
entered  into  the  head  of  the  warmeft  advocate  of  this  diftrefled 
part  of  the  family.  There  is  not  one  fyllable  of  the  proof  which 
leans  towards  fuch  an  expectation;  but  many  paffages  in  their  pri¬ 
vate  letters,  which  ftiew,  that  the  hopes  of  lady  Jane  and  all  her 
friends  were  much  humbler. 

The  purfuers  memorialift  has  collected  a  great  many  paftages 
from  the  proof,  to  fhew  the  great  diftrefs  of  the  family  at  this 
time.  The  diftrefs  was  real ;  why  then  ftiould  we  fufpeCt,  they 
would  burthen  themfelves  with  children  .f*  But  it  appears  alfo  from 
fome  paftages  quoted  in  the  fame  place,  that  they  endeavoured  to 
be  reconciled  to  the  duke  at  this  time.  To  be  fure  they  did  ;  and 
fo  they  had  done  at  all  other  times ;  witnefs  my  lord  Crawford’s 
letter  to  the  duke  in  April  1748,  in  which  are  thefe  remarkable 
expreftlons  :  “  I’m  hopeful  (fays  my  lord)  my  reprefentations  will 
not  only  meet  with  forgivenefs,  but  with  alfo  their  wiftied-for 
“  fuccefs,  in  reconciling  your  grace  to  an  event  all  the  well-wifhers 
“  of  your  grace’s  family  may  have  the  greateft  reafon  to  rejoice 
at,  &c.”  (he  means  the  marriage  and  pregnancy.)  His  lord- 
ftiip  goes  on,  “  I  can  alTure  your  grace,  ftie  does  great  honour  to 
“  her  family  wherever  flie  appears,  and  is  refpeCted  and  beloved 
by  all  that  have  the  honour  of  her  acquaintance.  She  cer- 
“  tainly  merits  all  the  affeClionate  marks  of  an  only  brother  to 
“  an  only  After.”  This  warm  follicitation  was  attended  with  no 
alteration  in  the  duke  of  Douglas.  The  birth  of  the  children 
obliged  the  friends  of  the  family  to  renew  it,  but  in  terms  much 
more  moderate,  which  betray  a  great  diffidence  of  fuccefs. 

The  purfuers  ftill  urge^  that  the  birth  of  the  children  is  aClii- 
ally  alledged  as  a  motive  for  the  duke  %  reconciliation.  This  is 
alfo  in  part  true ;  and  as  far  as  it  is  true,  it  is  highly  reafonable. 
The  birth  of  children  w'as  an  addition  of  expence,  and  an  increafe 
of  diftrefs;  it  is  therefore  very  juftly  made  ufe  of  as  a  motive  for 
fuch  a  moderate  augmentation,  as  might  enable  the  parents  to 
maintain  thefe  children.  They  did  hope  they.ffiould  not  be  the 
poorer  by  the  increafe  of  their  family,  and  we  fhall  fee  plainly 

from 
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from  their  own.  words,  that  this  was  all  they  expected  j  or  more 
properly  indeed  all  they  aiked. 

That  his  grace  would  have  made  a  proper  allowance  for  the 
maintenance  and  education  of  thefe  children,  was  what*  all  the 
world  mufi  have  expedited.  Whatever  might  have  induced  the 
duke  to  reduce  his  filter  to  the  fituation  Ihe  was  in,  thefe  chil¬ 
dren  were  no  parties  in  the  offence  :  they  were  his  nephews,  heirs 
of  the  houfe  of  Douglas  :  their  parents  were  unable  to  maintain 
and  educate  them  properly ;  and  this  duty  devolved  upon  their 
uncle. 

But  a  frugal  fupply,  proportionate  only  to  the  increafe  of  the 
family,  was  no  acquifition  of  wealth  to  any  one  perfon  in  it ;  and 
to  fay  the  truth,  it  was  more  than  probable  at  this  moment  from 
the  duke’s  known  refentment  againfi:  fir  John  Stewart,  that  his 
grace  would  have  taken  the  children  out  of  their  parents  hands,, 
and  brought  them  up  in  his  own  way;  and  then  fir  John  and 
lady  Jane  had  certainly  been  left  as  they  were  before  the  birth. 
At  any  rate,  they  had  no  profit  to  expedt,  no  pleafure,  unlefs 
the  children  were  their  own.  They  did  ufe  fome  meafures  to 
procure  a  neceflary  addition  to  their  income;  and  all  their  friends, 
and  all  the  world  thought  their  condud:  reafonable  and  juft. 

Lady  J^ne  in  her  firft  letter  to  her  brother  exprefles  herfelf  in  p 
this  modeft  manner  :  “  I  think  it  my  incumbent  duty  as  well  as' 

“  natural  inclination  to  acquaint  you  with  the  birth  of  the  chil- 

dren,  which  I  am  hopeful  may  be  a  means  to  replace  me  in 
“  fome  meafure  in  the  ftiare  of  your  favour  I  was  once  happy 
**  in,  and  never  willingly  forfeited.” 

Lady  Jane  could  not  well  fay  lefs  than  this,  when  fhe  addrelTedi 
herfelf  to  the  duke ;  (he  afks  to  be  replaced  in  favour,  but  hopes 
for  it  only  in  fome  meafure. 

The  exad  meafure,  of  her  expedations  at  this  time  may  be 
learnt  with  great  precifion  from  what  fhe  writes  to  her  other 
friends,  to  whom  fhe  could  fpeak  with  greater  freedom. 

When  the  duke- withdrew  her  annuity  the  following  year,  fhe 
wrote  to  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart ;  to  whom  fhe  expreifes  herfelf 
thus  :  “  To  take  away  the  fmall  annuity,  when  I  was  fondly  hop-  - 
“  ing  for  an  increafe  to  that  fmall  allowance,  now  my  family 
“  expence  is  neceffarily  augmented  ;”  and  in  another  letter  to  lord  - 
Morton  fhe  fays,  “  which  in  common  juftice  and  humanity  he 

fhouldhave  encreafed,  in  confideration  of  my  additional  expence 
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‘‘  by  the  increafe  of  a  family and  in  one  of  the  letters  ,to  lord 
Milton,  dated  the  2 ill  of  November  1748,  Ihe  writes,  “  Not  to 
“  let  the  duke  of  Douglas  be  fo  far  wanting  to  himfelf,  as  to  fail 
‘‘  in  the  incumbent  duty  of  taking  fome  care  of  his  filler  and  ne- 

phews,  who  want  but  the  necelTaries  of  life  with  decency  in 
“  fome  meafure  proportioned  to  fuch  relations.'’ 

Such  were  the  humble  expedlations  of  lady  Jane  from  this  ex¬ 
traordinary  event.  They  are  fuch  as  are  fully  julliliable  to  the 
common  reafon  of  all  mankind.  Lord  Crawford,  Lord  Mark 
Kerr,  and  Lord  Blantyre  entered  warmly  into  all  her  delires.  Sir 
John  Stewart  could  not  exped  more  than  lady  Jane;  and  as  for 
Mrs.  Hewit,  this  was  the  very  bell  thing  that  could  happen  to  her ; 
for  had  lady  Jane  been  reconciled  to  her  brother,  and  introduced 
her  hulband  into  fome  lhare  of  his  favour,  it  is  morally  certain 
that  Mrs.  Hewit  mull  have  been  the  vidlim  of  fuch  reconciliation. 

But  let  us  fuppofe,  that  the  duke  had  been  touched  with  fome 
flight  degree  of  returning  affedlion  for  his  filler,  the  lirll  advance 
towards  a  reconciliation,  which  common  civility  would  have 
didlated,  would  have  been  the  fending  over  fome  perfon  on  his 
grace’s  part  to  examine  into  the  wants  of  the  family,  to  fee  the 
children,  and  be  fure  that  proper  care  was  taken  of  them.  And 
how  was  lady  Jane  prepared  for  the  reception  of  fuch  a  meflenger  ? 
The  purfuers  tell  us,  Ihe  had  given  out  that  Ihe  was  the  mother  of 
two  children,  when  Ihe  really  had  but  one  in  her  polfeflion.  If  there 
had  been  any  fraud,  it  certainly  lay  open  to  inllant  detedlion, 
whenever  the  duke  Ihould  be  pleafed  to  interell  himfelf  in  the 
concerns  of  the  family ;  it  mattered  not,  whether  he  interpofed 
with  real  affedlion,  or  referve  and  dillant  kindnefs. 

But  the  purfuers  tell  us,  that  the  children  are  fuppolititious ; 
and  that  their  birth  was  fufpeiled  in  Scotland  from  the  very  firll. 
They  have  not  indeed  been  fo  kind  as  to  point  out  any  one  rea- 
fonable  caufe  of  fufpicion  ;  yet,  as  guilt  is  always  millrullful,  we 
may  be  fure,  that  if  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  had  committed  the 
crime  with  which  they  are  charged,  they  would  have  taken  fome 
precautions  to  prevent  a  difcovery.  Let  us  try  their  conducfl  on 
this  iflue. 

If  the  duke  of  Douglas  had  any  reafonable  ground  to  fufped: 
the  birth,  the  only  part  which  he  could  be  expelled  to  have 
taken,  would  have  been  to  have  fent  over  fome  perfon  of  confi¬ 
dence,  not  attached  to  lady  Jane,  to  have  examined  critically  the 
proof  of  the  delivery.  This  is  a  condud:  fo  very  obvious  to  com¬ 
mon 
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mon  fenfe  and  common  honefty,  that  the  writer  of  thefe  papers 
cannot  think  it  credible,  that  any  one  faithful  fervant  or  friend 
of  the  family  would  have  advifed  him  to  do  otherwife.  If  Mr. 
Archibald  Stuart  had  done  what  he  promifed  to  Mr.  Colvil,  the 
duke  would  have  been  very  early  informed,  that  lady  Jane  was 
delivered  at  Paris. — He  would  have  learnt  from  her  letter  of  the 
7th  of  Auguft,  that  file  was  gone  back  to  Rheims ;  on  this  fup- 
polition,  the  moft  prudent  method  of  making  enquiry  into  the 
fufpedted  fadl  would  have  been  by  beginning  at  Paris  without 
the  knowledge  of  the  family  at  Rheims.  But  what  provilion  had 
lady  Jane  made  againft  fuch  an  enquiry  ?  None  in  the  leaf!:.  Yet 
the  purfuers  fay,  there  v/as  no  child  at  Paris,  and  admit,  that  fir 
John  Stewart  had  unnecelTarily  thrufl  himfelf  in  the  way,  and 
gone  to  Paris  under  pretence  of  feeing  this  child,  at  the  very  time 
he  had  all  the  reafon  in  the  world  to  expedt  an  anfwer  from 
Douglas-caftle,  which  would  have  obliged  him  to  produce  both 
the  children. 

One  cannot  help  thinking,  that  had  the  duke  of  Douglas  been 
left  to  the  workings  of  his  own  mind  on  this  extraordinary  oc- 
cafion,  he  would  have  interpofed  in  one  or  other  of  thefe  me¬ 
thods  ;  and  we  muft  judge  of  the  propriety  of  lady  Jane’s  con¬ 
duct,  not  from  what  the  duke  actually  did,  but  from  what  in  the 
common  way  muft  have  been  expedted  from  him  :  and  it  appears, 
that  the  behaviour  of  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  was  artlefs  and  un- 
affedled ;  they  notified  the  birth  to  his  grace  with  propriety 
and  refpedt,  and  they  waited  for  his  anfwer  with  that  appa¬ 
rent  unconcern,  which  is  never  confiftent  with  a  confcioufnefs  of 
guilt. 

On  the  contrary,  the  duke’s  condudl  is  not  only  inconfiftent 
with  common  prudence,  but  with  thofe  ftrong  lines  which  mark 
out  his  grace’s  charadler.  Pie  was  naturally  a  man  of  ftrong 
pafiions  ;  he  had  very  high  notions  of  honour,  ,and  the  fenfibility 
which  remained  on  his  mind  from  his  refledtion  on  one  un¬ 
guarded  adlion  in  his  life,  leaves  us  little  room  to  fiifpedl  he  would 
wilfully  have  committed  another.  The  birth  of  his  two  nephews 
was  an  event,  which  ought  naturally  to  have  interefted  him  one 
way  or  other,  efpecially  when  fuch  refpedlable  friends,  as  lord 
Mark  Kerr  and  lord  Crawford,  undertook  to  roufe  up  all  that  was 
Douglas  in  him  >  yet  from  all  that  appears  in  proof,  he  remained 
ftupidly  infenfible  to  the  intereft  of  his  encreafing  family.  He 
never  anfwered  lady  Jane’s  letter ;  he  never  made  any  fatisfadlory 
excufe  to  the  lords,  who  engaged  in  her  behalf,  but  continued  to 
keep  them  in  a  diftant  fufpenfe,  till  an  accident  of  a  different 
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nature  happened  the  next  year,  which  made  an  irreparable  breach 
between  him  and  his  filler. 

SECT.  vir. 

Of  the  arrival  of  news  from  Scotland* 

Thus  much  being  premifed  on  the  probable  confequences, 
which  were  to  be  expelled  from  the  notification  of  the  birth 
in  Scotland,  and  on  the  preparations  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  had 
made  for  thofe  confequences,  it  is  time  to  relate  the  account 
which  aftually  came  from  thence,  and  to  examine  their  condud: 
when  they  received  it.  . 

Mr.  Walter  Colvil  is  the  only  witnefs  to  this  account.  We 
may  remember,  he  has  depofed  more  than  once,  that  he  had  re¬ 
ceived  a  letter  informing  him  of  lady  Jane’s  delivery  of  two- 
Serv.  7.  A.  fons,  dated  from  Paris. — He  goes  on,  “  That  he  has  fhewn  or 
P.P.298.D.  ft  xQ2iA.  the  faid  letter  to  feveral  perfons,  who  at  the  time  enquired 
“  for  lady  Jane.  That  fome  time  before  he  received  the  letter,. 
“  he  was  often  fent  for  by  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart,  and  enquired 
at  by  him  how  lady  Jane  and  fir  John  were  ?  Where  they 

“  were  ?  and  what  they  were  doing  abroad  ?  But  that  after  re- 

“  ceiving  that  letter  Mr.  Stuart  never  fent  for  him  the  deponent ; 
“  that  lady  Jane  did  look  upon  Mr.  Stuart  as  a  friend  >  that  he 
2981.  thinks,  it  was  about  three  or  four  weeks  after  he  received  the 
“  letter  acquainting  him  of  the  birth  of  the  children,  that  he 
“  firfl  heard  it  reported  that  the  children  were  not  lady  Jane’s  f 
- — 299.  A.  “  that  he  believed  thefe  reports  a  mere  farce,  and  that  he  never 

“  paid  any  regard  to  them  ;  and  that  the  only  reafon  he  ever 

“  heard  mentioned  for  thefe  reports  was  lady  Jane’s  age  j  that  ia 
the  firfl  letter  he  wrote  after  hearing  the  reports  concerning 
**  the  children  not  being  lady  Jane’s,  he  acquainted  Mrs.  Hewit 
“  thereof,  and  had  a  return  from  Mrs.  Hewit  to  that  letter,  and 
“  that  that  letter  v/as  wrote  within  a  very  fliort  time,  and  as  he 
“  thinks,  within  four  or  five  weeks  after  he  firfl  heard  the  be- 
forementioned  reports ;  and  remembers,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  faid 
V  in  her  anfwer,  that  the  birth  was  too  well  known,  or  vouched, 
“  to  be  difbelieved  ;  but  did  not  enter  into  any  particulars  con- 
cerning  the  houfe  where  the  birth  happened,  or  the  perfons 
“  who  were  prefent;  nor  had  the  deponent  defired  her  in  his  let- 
“  ter  to  do  fo,  &c.” 

This  is  the  earliefl  account  of  the  fufpicions,  which  were- 
raifed  in  Scotland  agaiufl  the  birth.  Mr.  Colvil  mentioned  them 

to 
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to  Mrs.  Hewit ;  and  it  has  been  thought,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  ought 
to  have  thundered  them  in  the  ears  of  lir  John  and  lady  Jane  ;  and 
that  they  ought  to  have  raifed  all  Paris  in  defence  of  their  chil¬ 
dren  ;  but  there  are  feveral  reafons,  which  lead  us  to  think,  that 
Mrs.  Hewit  adted  with  tolerable  propriety. 

Mrs.  Hewit  could  not  think  thefe  fufpicions  of  any  confequence, 

''and  Ihe  had  no  occafion  to  offend  lady  Jane  with  the  repetition  of 
a  fcandal,  which  fhe  herfelf  knew  to  be  falfe,  and  which  no  one 
afferted  as  true. 

Mrs.  Hewit  could  not  find  out  by  Mr.  Colvil’s  letter,  that  thefe 
reports  were  mentioned  at  Douglas-caftle;  fhe  had  indeed  infor¬ 
mation  from  other  hands,  fufiicient  to  .  make  her  believe  they 
were  not.  Not  a  word  pafl  on  this  fubjedt  from  lord- Crawford, 

Mr.  Hamilton  the  minifter  of  Douglas,  or  lord  Mark  Kerr;  nay  d.P.jooS.d. 
when  lord  Mark  Kerr  was  tired  with  thefe  reports  in  April  1749, 
he  writes  to  lady  Jane  with  great  delicacy,  and  only  tells  her, 

“  I  heartily  wifh  you  had  flaid  in  Great  Britain,  or  had  returned,  Ssrv.  50.  a. 
“  as  foon  as  you  found  any  profpedt  of  producing,  which  I  hear- 
tily  wifh  you  joy  of.”  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart  was  the  reputed 
friend  of  lady  Jane  and  fir  John  Stewart  :  he  writes  a  kind  letter 
to  fir  John  at  the  fame  time,  but  fays  not  a  word  of  the  fufpicions. 

“  Allow  me  (fays  he)  to  wifh  you  all  imaginable  joy,  both  of  the 
**  honour  done  you  by  my  lady  Jane,  and  of  the  increafe  of  your 

“  family  :  I  very  early  heard  of  it,  but  not  from  yourfelf  :  I  be - 1007.G. 

**  lieve,  from  our  firfl  acquaintance  my  condu6t  has  been  pretty 
uniform  for  your  interefl.”  It  is  true  this  gentleman  had  with¬ 
drawn  himfelf  from  Mr.  Colvil,  merely  becaufe  he  communicated 
the  news  of  the  birth  ;  but  this  condu(5t  did  not  ftiike  IVIr.  Colvil 
at  firfl;  he  thought  that  Mr.  Stuart  was  lady  Jane’s  friend,  and  fo 
did  Mrs.  Hewit.  There  does  not  therefore  feem  to  have  been 
any  reafon  at  this  time,  why  Mrs.  Hewit  fhoiild  have  offended 
lady  Jane  with  a  communication  of  thefe  reports. 

2dly.  Mr.  Colvil  has  fworn,  “  that  he  believed  thefe  reports 
a  rnere  farce,  and  that  he  never  paid  any  regard  to  them.” 

He  has  not  (nor  was  it  to  be  expeded)  told  us  the  very  words  of 
his  letter  ;  but  as  he  never  paid  any  regard  to  thefe  reports  him¬ 
felf,  it  is  reafonable  to  fuppofe  Mrs,  Hewit  would  take  his  letter 
as  he  meant  it,  and  treat  them  as  a  mere  farce,  and  pay  no  regard 
to  them.  Jokes  on  women,  who  are  p.regnant  at  an  advanced 
age,  are  no  uncommon  things ;  every  idle  fellow  can  fay,  ‘‘  Mi- 
“  racles  are  not  ceafed ;”  and  it  happens  that  Mr.  Colvil  is  not 
the  only  perfon,  who  informs  us,  that  thefe  reports  took  their 
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rife  from  a  piece  of  low  humour,  which  has  fince  appeared  to  be 
malicious.  A  letter  of  lord  Mark  Kerr’s  is  in  procefs  dated  the 
3d  of  June  (certainly  1749)  addrelTed,  not  to  lady  Jane,  but  to 
lord  Crawford,  from  whom  he  would  conceal  nothing.  After 
telling  lord  Crawford,  that  he  wifhed  lord  Blantyre  would  write 
to  the  duke  of  Douglas,  he  adds,  “  which  I  hope  will  take  off 
“  fbme  fufpicions  he  has,  calling  them  in  a  jocular  way  Pretenders  ” 
Lord  Mark  Kerr  was  the  lad  man  in  the  world,  who  would  have 
amufed  himfelf  in  this  illiberal  manner;  he  was  juftly  offended 
at  it.  We  may  reft  on  the  authority  of  his  lordfhip  and  Mr.  Col- 
vil,  that  thefe  reports  were  publickly  received  as  mere  jeux 
d’efprit  fo  late  as  the  7th  of  June  1749^ 

But  what  thefe  two  perfons  of  unqueftionable  integrity  have 
faid,  will  furnifh  us  with  a  very  ferious  reflection.  We  fee  in 
what  manner  the  peace  of  the  family  was  firft  difturbed.  While 
Mr.  Archibald  Stuart  was  writing  to  fir  John  Stewart  **  that  his 
“  conduct  had  been  pretty  uniformly  for  his  intereft,”  a  poifon. 
was  artfully  conveyed  to  the  ears  of  the  duke  of  Douglas  in  the. 
femblance  of  wit ;  and  he  was  taught  to  think  he  cut  a  royal  joke, 
when  he  called  thefe  young  relations  his  Pretenders.  It  is  no 
wonder,  that  a  report  frequently  inculcated  fhould  at  laft  be 
thought  to  have  fomething  in  it :  yet  the  duke  had  fcarce  been  the 
dupe  of  this  artifice,  if  a  frefti  caufe  of  quarrel,  independent  both 
of  the  marriage  and  the  birth,  had  not  arofe  the  next  year ;  from 
which  time,  and  not  before,  thefe  reports  became  ferious  and  de- 
ferved  attention. 

3dly.  It  appears  plainly,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  returned  a  proper 
and  fenfible  anfwer  to  her  friend.  Mr.  Colvil  received  the  noti¬ 
fication  of  the  birth  about  the  end  of  old  July.  Three  or  four 
weeks  later  he  wrote  to  Mrs.  Hewit  ;  fo  that  fhe  probably  an- 
fwered  his  letter  in  October  following.  He  told  her  of  thefe  re¬ 
ports,  which  arofe  from  lady  Jane’s  advanced  age,  which  ren¬ 
dered  her  delivery  in  the  language  of  fome  people  incredible.  He 
never  alked  any  pofitive  proof  of  the  birth,  neither  who  were  pre¬ 
fen  t,  nor  in  what  houfe  it  happened.  Mrs.  Hewit  replied,  that 
the  birth  was  too  well  known,  or  vouched,,  to  be  difbelieved.. 
Now  what  were  the  proper  vouchers  to  a  faCt,  which  was  be¬ 
lieved  in  its  own  nature  incredible  ?  Not  certainly  a  detail  of 
French  witnefles,  which  Mr.  Colvil  could  fcarce  have  read,  and’ 
which  Mrs.  Hewit  could  not  have  fpelt ;  but  a  reference  to  a  faCt 
of  the  fame  kind,  which  he  might  fee  with  his  own  eyes ;  for  it 
fhould  be  remembered,  that  when  Mrs.  Hewit  promifed  Mr.  Col¬ 
vil. 
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vil  vouchers  vv^hich  could  not  be  dilbelieved,  lady  Jane  was  again 
with  child.  This  is  the  circumftance,  to  which  ihe  alludes  with 
fome  archnefs  in  anfwer  to  Mr.  Colvil’s  reports,  as  what  would 
latisfy  every  one,  that  lady  Jane’s  delivery  was  not  incredible.  A 
more  convincing  proof  could  not  be  given ;  and  indeed  it  feems 
to  have  fatisfied  the  purfuers  themfelves  fo  far,  that  we  hear  very 
little  at  lead  of  this  boafted  impoffibility,  which  was  once  the 
great  bulwark  of  their  reafoning. 

SECT.  VIII. 

Of  Lady  fanes  Mifcarriage. 

I  'HE  next  fadt,  which  is  brought  into  proof,  is  the  mifcarriage. 

This  happened  at  Rheims  publickly  in  the  open  face  of  day. 

Mrs.  Hewit,  Ifabel  Walker,  and  nurfe  Mangin  fwear,  that  they 
all  faw  it  with  their  eyes.  Mifs  Primrofe  and  Mrs.  Greig  fwear, 
that  they  were  firlf  told,  that  lady  Jane  was  again  with  child,  and 
fometime  thereafter  they  heard  of  her  having  mifcarried.  Mad. 
Maillefer  was  told  of  it  by  fir  John  Stewart,  foon  after  it  hap¬ 
pened;  and  vifited  lady  Jane  before  her  recovery;  fo  that  it  is  at- 
tefted  by  every  perfon,  who  had  an  opportunity  of  knowing  any 
thing  of  it,  and  was  habite  and  repute  a  mifcarriage  amongfl  all 
the  friends  and  acquaintance  of  lady  Jane. 

The  time  of  this  mifcarriage  may  be  fettled  by  a  letter  from 
Mrs.  Hewit  to  Mrs.  Hepburn  of  Keith,  dated  the  21ft  of  Decern-  Serv.33.B. 
ber  1748,  in  which  fhe  fays,  “  To  add  to  my  troble  lady  Jane  is 
“  bien  ill  thefe  three  weeks,  tho’  now  blift  be  God  fhe  is  pretty 
“  well,  but  very  weak ;  you  mod;  know  {he  was  in  as  good  a 

way  as  you  and  I  cold  a  wifht  the  matter  of  ten  weeks.”  So 
that  the  misfortune  happened  about  the  lil:  of  December;  and 

Ifabel  Walker’s  reckoning  of  three  or  four  months  after  the  return  _ 21.  b. 

to  Rheims  agrees  very  well  with  this  letter. 

Yet  the  purfuers  memorialid:  endeavours  to  diake  the  credit  of 
this  fad  by  obferving,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  had  adigned  a  later  period 

for  this  mifcarriage  in  her  evidence  on  the  fervice.  She  there  feems _ j,.  a.. 

to  make  it  near  four  months  after  the  chriflening ;  but  then  {he 
had  dated  the  chriftening  a  whole  month  too  early,  which  will 
advance  her  date  of  the  mifcarriage  a  whole  month,  and  leave  not 
a  month  of  miftake.  The  purfuers  are  welcome  to  make  the  mod: 
of  it.  The  writer  of  thefe  papers  can  give  no  other  anfwer  to  thefe 
direwd  criticidns,  than  by  remarking  one  confequence.  If  inaccu¬ 
racies  in  dates  be  once  admitted  to  overthrow  the  reality  of  a  fad, 

tlierc- 


p 
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there  is  not  a  finglefadt  proved  in  all  this  procefs,  except  the  birth 
of  Mr.  Douglas.  Nobody  doubts,  that  Sanry’s  child  was  taken  from 
P.P.  277. B.  him  ;  yet  the  enlevement  of  that  child  is  dated  by  the  parole  evi- 
281.F.  in  three  different  years,  in  three  different  months,  and  at 

11^277.  three  different  hours  of  the  day;  and  the  time  can  be  fettled  by 
D.P.  272.  F.  fiothing  but  the  publick  regifter. 

P.P.  276.  F •  ^ 

- 284.  E.  Another  objection  of  the  purfuers  is  founded  on  a  circumftance 

'  ^90- eq^jally  trifling.  It  feems  the  mifcarriage  was  the  confequence 

of  a  very  flight  accident,  which  happened  to  lady  Jane  on  a  vifit 
Serv.  34.  C.  to  lady  Wigton.  Mrs.  Hewit  fays,  it  was  in  coming  home  from 

- 21.B.  lady  Wigton’s,  Ifabel  Walker  fays,  it  was  in  going  thither. 

Neither  the  one  or  the  other  were  prefent,  and  the  accident  was 

_ fo  trifling,  that  lady  Jane  never  mentioned  it  till  the  next  day, 

when  fhe  mifcarried.  If  it  were  neceffary  to  afcertain  the  date  of 
fo  infignificant  a  circumflance,  one  might,  I  think,  reft  fatisfied 
with  the  teftimony  of  Mrs.  Greig,  lady  Wigton’s  woman,  who 
_ 17, A.  fays,  that  lady  Jane  complained  of  the  ftrain,  when  flie  came  in¬ 
to  lady  Wigton’s  :  that  fhe  gave  her  a  cordial,  and  fent  her  home 
in  a  chair.  The  learned  memorialift  would  have  us  rejedl  Mrs. 
_28.b.  Greig’s  oath,  becaufe  lady  Wigton  appears  to  have  known  no¬ 
thing  of  the  illnefs  till  the  next  day  :  this  might  very  confiftently 
be  the  cafe,  as  nothing  is  more  common,  than  for  people  of  fafhion,  ' 
who  are  accidentally  out  of  order  at  a  friend’s  houfe,  to  apply 
rather  to  a  fervant  for  relief,  than  to  trouble  the  mafter  or  miftrefs 
with  their  complaint. 

A  third  objection  is  formed  from  the  different  defcriptions, 
which  are  given  of  the  foetus  by  Ifabel  Walker  and  nurfe  Mangin. 
D.P. 368.  B.  Ifabel  Walker  fays,  that  the  conception  was  not  formed  into  any 
fhape  or  body,  fo  as  to  be  diftinguifhable.  She  thinks  that  Mrs. 
Hewit  might  have  feen  it ;  but  does  not  remember,  whether  any 
of  the  other  perfons  in  the  houfe  faw  it  or  not,  for  there  was  no 
formed  conception  of  a  child  to  be  feen  ;  but  that,  if  Ihe  was 
talking  to  any  woman,  fhe  would  explain  the  matter  more  fully. 

-  1^2.  c.  Nurfe  Mangin  fays,  fhe  met  Effy  Caw  on  the  flairs  with  a 

chamber-pot,  and  having  learnt  what  was  in  it,  ^  “  la  depo- 
“  fante  voulant  la  voir  par  curiofite,  leva  le  fetus,  et  reconnut  que 
c’etoit  un  enfant  male  de  la  longueur  de  fept  a  huit  pouces.” 

There  is  no  difiiculty  in  fuppofing,  that  nurfe  Mangin  might 
get  a  peep  at  the  pot  without  the  knowledge  of  Ifabel  Walker  : 


*  “  The  deponent  being  defirous  to  fee  it,  out  of  curiofity  lifted  up  the 
ferved  that  it  was  a  male  child  of  feven  or  eight  inches.” 


foetus,  and  ob- 

but 
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but -it  has  been  faid,  that  they  ought  both  to  have  defcribed  the 
fame  thing.  Ifabel  Walker  faw  nothing  but  an  unformed  mafs ; 
yet  it  does  not  follow  from  thence,  that  nothing  elfe  was  to  be 
feen  by  an  obferver,  who  had  more  leifure,  curiolity,  and  atten¬ 
tion.  Nurfe  Mangin  fays,  flie  examined  the  foetus,  and  may  cer¬ 
tainly  be  believ^ed,  provided  her  account  is  confident  with  the 
nature  of  the  thing  the  attempts  to  defcribe. — The  purfuers  have 
examined  Dr.  Young  and  Mr.  Smith  of  Edinburgh  on  a  point  of 
fcience,  theufual  fize  of  an  embryo.  -  Mr.  Smith  fays,  that  a  foetus 
of  three  months  may  be  between  an  inch  and  a  half,  and  three  P. 
inches  long  ;  but  not  above  three  inches.  Dr.  Young  is  aflced  a 

very  indeterminate  quelHon ;  “  the  fize  of  a  common  foetus  be - 

“  tween  two  and  three  months.”  To  whioh  he  anfwers.  It  is 
about  an  inch  in  length.  Ifabel  Walker  fays,  file  cannot  be  po- 
fitive  as  to  the  precife  time  of  the  pregnancy  at  the  mifcarriage, 
but  that  it  was  above  two  months,  and  under  three.  Mrs.  Hewit 
in  her  letter  calls  it  ten  weeks ;  and  in  her  depofition,  near  three 
months.  So  that  upon  the  whole,  our  inquiry  fliould  be  confin¬ 
ed  to  the  appearance  of  a  foetus  between  ten  weeks  and  three 
months. 

As  the  anfwers  of  thefe  learned  gentlemen  differ  very  much, 
and  feem  too  indeterminate  to  be  of  any  ufe  in  the  prefen t  cafe, 
the  writer  of  thefe  papers  wifhed  to  be  better  informed,  and  there¬ 
fore  turned  to  the  only  books  he  had  by  him  on  the  fubjed:,  Mr. 
Cowper’s  Anatomy,  and  Mr.  Buffon’s  Natural  Hiftory. — Thefe 
accurate  painters  of  the  works  of  nature  differ  widely  from  the 
Scotch  witneffes ;  which  of  thefe  gentlemen  is  in  the  right,  the 
writer  of  thefe  papers  will  not  pretend  to  determine.  The  reader 
has  feen  the  anfwers  of  Dr.  Young  and  Mr.  Smith  j  he  will  now, 
it  is  hoped,  be  candid  enough  to  read  what  the  other  gentlemen 
have  alledged. 

In  the  looth  table  of  Mr.  Cowper’s  Anatomy  we  may  fee  the 
fkeleton  of  a  fcetus  of  about  three  months  age,  which  is  four 
Engliih  inches  and  one  half  in  length. 

Mr.  Buffon  is  very  minute  and  particular  j  he  writes  thus  : 

A  deux  mois  le  foetus  a  plus  de  deux  pouces  de  longueur  y  a  trois 

mois  le  foetus  a  plus  de  trois  pouces,  &  pefe  environs  trois 
««  onces.-— Avant  le  fin  du  troifieme  mois  la  tete  eft  courbee  en 

avant,  le  menton  pofe  fur  la  poitrine,  les  genoux  font  releve, 

“  les 


*  “  At  two  months  the  foetus  is  more  than  two  inches  long  ;  at  three  months  it  is  more 
“  than  three  inches,  and  weighs  about  three  ounces  — —  before  the  end  of  the  third  month, 

the  head  is  bent  forward,  the  chin  refts  upon  the  breaft,  t!te  knees  are  raifed,  the  egs- 

“  folded 
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**  les  jambes  repliees  en  arriere,  fouvcnt  dies  font  croifees  3  & 
“  la  pointe  du  pied  eft  tournee  en  haut  &  appliquee  contre  la 
“  cuifte,  de  fort  que  les  deux  talons  font  fort  pres  Tun  de  I’autre. 

“  — Quelque  fois  les  genoux  s  elevent  ft  haut,  qu’ils  touchent 
“  prefque  aux  joues  les  jambes  font  pliees  fous  les  cuiftes,  &  la 
‘‘  plante  du  pied  eft  toujours  en  arriere  j  les  bras  font  abaiftTes 
&  repliees  fur  la  poitrine ;  Tune  des  mains,  fouvent  toutes  les 
deux  touchent  le  vifage ;  quelques  fois  elles  font  fermees ; 
“  quelques  fois  aufli  les  bras  font  pendans  a  cote  du  corps.”-— 
Hift.  Naturel.  des  Animaux,  p.  384  &  385,  tom.  2d. 

We  have  here  a  very  graphical  defcription  of  a  foetus  at  the 
very  point  of  time  we  want  to  fee  it.  And  as  to  the  length,  which 
nurfe  Mangin  gives  to  what  ftie  fav/,  it  is  natural  to  imagine, 
that  the  membrane  will  ftretch  to  a  very  conftderable  length  be¬ 
fore  it  breaks,  when  it  is  held  up  in  the  manner  related  by  nurfe 
P«493-E*  Mangin.  Dr.  Young  is  afked,  whether  a  foetus  betwixt  two  and 
three  months,  after  the  membranes  are  opened  but  ftill  connected 
with  them,  if  the  whole  is  lifted  up  on  the  end  of  a  ftick,  may 
not  appear  to  be  about  feven  or  eight  inches  long  a  queftion, 
which  it  is  hoped  the  dodtor  underftood  (though  it  is  not  Englifh), 
for  he  anfwers — he  does  not  know  how  long  it  may  be,  when 
lifted  up  on  the  end  of  a  ftick.  So  that  nurfe  Mangin’s  account 
remains  very  credible  ;  and  the  only  refledlion  to  be  made  on  the 
evidence  is,  that  Ifabel  Walker,  during  the  hurry  of  her  atten¬ 
dance  on  lady  Jane,  did  not  examine  the  foetus  as  ftie  might  have 
done. 

Such  are  the  objedlions  made  by  the  purfuers  to  this  fad.  It 
remains  proved  by  the  oaths  of  all  the  perfons,  who  had  accefs  to 
know  the  truth,  and  by  the  general  belief  of  the  people  of 
Rheirns. 

To  finifh  this  fubjed  of  mifcarriages  at  once,  we  will  here  take 
notice. of  an  objedion  formed  from  the  depofttions  of  this  nurfe 
Mangin,  of  lady  Rutlidge,  and  of  Mrs.  Maitland.  The  nurfe 
mentions  a  fecond  mifcarriage.  and' lady  Rutlidge  fpeaks  of  one 
in  the  year  1749,  and  Mrs.  Maitland  of  a  third  at  London.  Thefe 
frequent  mifcarriages,  fay  the  purfuers,  are  incredible,  therefore  we 
are  to  believe  none  of  them. 


“  folded  back  again,  often  crofs  each  other,  and  the  toes  are  turned  upwards,  and  placed 
“  in  fuch  a  manner  againft  the  thigh,  that  the  two  heels  are  very  near  each  other;  fome- 
“  times  the  knees  rife  fo  high,  that  they  almoft  touch  the  cheeks,  the  legs  are  turned  un- 

**  der  the  thighs,  and  the  foie  of  the  foot  is  always  behind - the  arms  hang  down,  and  are 

“  eroded  upon  the  bread  ;  one  of  the  hands,  and  often  both,  touch  the  face ;  fometimes 
‘‘  they  are  fiiut ;  fometimes  alfo  the  arms  hang  at  the  fide  of  the  body.” 


But 
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thefe  feveral  fad:s,  though  of  the  fame  kind,  are  as 
diltma:  in  point  of  proof  as  any  other  fadls  in  the  procefs,  and 
iTiuft  each  of  them  {land  or  fall  according  to  the  degree  of  evi- 
dence,  which  is  brought  to  fupport  them.  The  mifcarriage, 
which  IS  faid  to  have  happened  about  the  ift  of  December  1748, 
has  all  the  evidence  in  its  favour,  of  which  the  nature  of  the  thing 
is  capable,  the  teftimony  of  all  the  attendants  who  faw  it,  and  the 
belief  of  the  town.  Each  of  thefe  other  mifcarriages  is  feparately 
denied  by  thofe  attendants,  and  was  never  heard  of  in  the  town, 
or  by  any  other  perfon,  except  the  fingle  witnefs,  who  is  pleafed 
to  bring  it  into  procefs. 

Ifabel  Walker  fays  exprefly,  that  lady  Jane  never  had  any  other  d.P.  368.B 
mifcarriage,  while  fhe  was  abroad,  fo  far  as  the  deponent  knows; 
and  thinks,  if  there  had  been  any,  fhe  muff  have  known  it  by 
her  being  conftantly  about  her. 

Nurfe  Mangin  depofes,  Qu  environs  deux  mois  &  demi  — 142. c, 
apres  cette  premiere  fauffe  couche,  elle  apprit  par  les  femmes 
de  chambre  de  Mad.  Stewart,  qu’elle  avoit  fait  une  feconde 
fauffe  couche.  She  knows  no  circumftances  of  the  mifcar- 
riage,  and  probably  took  her  account  from  fome  occafional  men¬ 
tion  of  the  former  mifcarriage,  w'hich  fhe  miftook  for  a  recent 
fad. 

Lady  Rutlidge  fays*  fhe  was  told  of  the  mifcarriage  fhe  men¬ 
tions  by  Mrs.  Hewit.  This  lady  came  to  the  neighbourhood  of 
Rheims  only  in  June  I749>  departed  in  September  following, 
and  confequently  whatever  fhe  obferved,  or  heard  mentioned, 
mufl  be  within  three  fummer  months  of  1749.  She  fays,  fhe 
never  heard  of  any  other  mifcarriage,  than  that  of  which  fhe 
fpeaks,  and  indeed  it  is  not  probable  that  fhe  fliould ;  for  what 
was  told  her,  could  fcarce  be  any  thing,  but  the  flory  of  the  for¬ 
mer  mifcarriage  introduced  into  converfation  in  lady  Jane’s  fick 
chamber.  Mad.  Rutlidge  is  known  to  be  a  woman  of  credit,  but 
fhe  has  unfortunately  made  fo  many  miftakes  throughout  her 
whole  account,  that  the  writer  of  thefe  papers  does  not  think  it 
expedient  to  make  any  ufe  of  her  depofition. 

It  is  remarkable,  that  thefe  two  perfons,  who  faid  they  were 
told  of  thefe  mifcarriages,  bear  occular  teflimony  to  lady  Jane’s 
capacity  of  having  children. 


153.0. 


-  157.  A. 


-  142. C. 

-  157. E. 
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*  “  That  about  two  months,  or  two  months  and  an  half,  after  the  fird  mifcarriage,  fhe 
learned  from  the  chambermaids,  that  Mad,  Stewart  had  had  another  mifcarriage.” 

S  s  Mrs. 


Of  the  Incidents  in  the  Winter  \  748-49-  Part  V, 

Mrs.  Maitland  tells  us  the  exaft  ftory  of  the  mifcarriage  of 
December  1748,  only  by  fubftituting  London  for  Rheims,  and 
lady  Hume  for  lady  Wigton.  Such  variations  are  to  beexpeaed, 
vAen  a  ftory  is  told  at  fecond-hand,  without  any  fault  of  the 

witneffes. 

SECT.  IX. 

Of  the  mcidents  in  the  Winter  1748 — 49. 

I7EW  incidents  palTed  at  Rheims  after  the  mifcarriage,  which 

_ ucj.o.  deferve  our  attention.  *  Sir  John  fpent  his  time  at  the  cofFee- 

- - 146.G.  houfe,  and  was  often  in  ftraits  for  money.  Lady  Jane  was  uni- 

"-'60  e  '  verfally  efteemed  by  all  her  acquaintance,  '  and  was  the  reputed 

- 1^8.  E.  mother  of  the  two  boys.  ^  She  was  thought  to  be  in  confbant  cor- 

- — I5--A-  refpondence  with  the  man-midwife,  who  had  the  care  of  Sholto, 
and  {hewed  on  ail  occafions  a  fmgular  fondnefs  for  the  defender. 
—  148. c.D.  e  known  by  all  about  her  to  be  capable  of  bearing  chil- 

ZZ15?:g'.  dren,  as  Mad.  Mayette  fays,  “  Parceque  portant  des  fleurs,  elle 
- 359.  B-  “  pouvoit  porter  du  fruit.” 

‘‘D.p.59?a.d.  The  writer  of  thefe  papers  may  poiiibly  by  inadvertency  have 

- ^64.  F.  omitted  feveral  witnefl'es  in  his  references  to  the  proof  of  thefe  fadts  : 

ZZ  !48’.b’.  he  had  alfo  omitted  Mrs.  Hewit  and  Ifabel  Walker  by  defign,^  be- 

« - 59- caufe  the  reader  need  fcarce  be  told,  that  they  have  borne  a  diredb 

Zlfr;^E.  and  pointed  teftimony  to  them  all,  both  on  the  fervice,  and  fince 
on  their  feveral  examinations  in  procefs.  Many  prefumptive 
arguments  might  be  here  formed  in  favour  of  Mr.  Douglas,  which 
may  be  fafely  left  to  the  attention  and  judgment  of  every  difpaf- 
fionate  reader. 

In  fpring  1749  it  appears,  that  fir  John  went  again  to  Paris  to 
fee  Sholto,  where  he  {laid  feveral  days  j  but  at  what  precife  time 
this  journey  was  made,  is  not  afcertained  by  the  proof. 

SECT.  X. 

Of  Lady  Wigton  s  journey  to  Paris. 

Baron  MacelHgot,  lady  Wigton,  and  their  attendants,  left 
Rheims,  and  went  to  Paris  in  fpring  1749. 

It  is  a  great  difadvantage  to  the  defender,  that  lady  Wigton 
lived  only  to  the  time  of  the  fervice,  and  was  then  fo  ill  as  to  be 
examined  only  on  commilfion.  Her  ladyfhip  fays  very  little  about 

Sholto,  for  no  one  at  that  time  ever  dreamt  of  charging  lady  Jane 

with 
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with  having  talked  fo  much  of  a  child,  which  was  not  in  her  pof- 
feflion  :  however,  in  anfwer  to  fome  queflion  or  other,  lady  Wig- 
ton  has  juft  been  led  to  fay,  that  flie  believes  fhe  may  have  heard,  Serv.  27.  f 
“  but  does  not  remember  the  name  of  the  furgeon,  with  whom 
“  Sholto  was  at  nurfe.” 

Mifs  Primrofe  depofes,  ‘‘  that  during  the  time  lady  Wigton  D.  P.  361. 
“  and  the  deponent  were  at  Paris,  the  deponent  did  not  fee  the 
“  child  Sholto,  nor  the  perfon  to  whofe  care  fhe  had  been  told 
“  Sholto  was  committed  3  and  depofes,  that  neither  fhe,  nor  lady 
‘‘  Wigton  to  her  knowledge  had  any  addrefs  or  diredion,  by 
which  they  might  find  out  the  houfe  where  Sholto  was  3  but 
“  confidering  lady  Jane’s  intimacy  with  lady  Wigton,  ftie  be- 

lieves,  that  lady  Wigton  might  have  had  fuch  an  addrefs, 

“  though  fhe  never  told  the  deponent  of  it  3  and  for  what  the  de- 
ponent  knows.  Lady  Wigton  might  have  leeii  Sholto,  as  flie 
went  out  fometimes  without  the  deponent  knowing  where  ftie 
“  went.” 

Mrs.  Greig  fays,  that  fhe  heard  lady  Wigton,  when  at  Rheims,  P.P.  343. 
fay  to  lady  jane  Douglas,  “  that  fhe  was  going  to  Paris,  and  as 
“  foon  as  file  was  able  fhe  would  go  and  fee  Sholto  3  and  lady 
“  Jane  begged  her,  that  fhe  would  write  her  a  particular  account 

“  how  he  v/as,  and  how  he  was  taken  care  of;  that  flie  does 

not  remember  to  have  heard  of  the  addrefs  direding  to  where 
“  Sholto  was,  nor  did  the  deponent  ever  afl^  it,  but  did  not 
make  any  doubt,  but  lady  W^igton  had  an  addrefs,  as  without 
that  fhe  could  not  pronaife  to  fee  him.” 

If  thefe  depofitions  do  not  prove  the  exiftence  of  Sholto  at  this 
period,  we  fee  clearly  the  point  at  v/nich  the  proof  fails,  becaufe 
he  was  thought  to  be  very  fafe  v.^here  he  was,  and  no  one  tioubled 
himfelf  much  about  him.  It  is  impoffibie  to  conceive,  that  fir 
John  would  have  gone  once  from  Danimartin  to  Paris,  and  twice 
from  Rheims  on  purpofe  to  fee  this  child  3  that  he  fliould  have  / 
carried  cloaths  to  him  on  thefe  occafions,  mentioned  his  ftate  of 
health  to  baron  Macelligot  3  and  that  lady  Jane  would  have  fent 
lady  Wigton  on  the  errand  mentioned  by  Mrs.  Greig,  unlefs  there 
hjid  been  fuch  a  child  as  Sholto  then  at  nurfe  in  the  neighbouihood 
of  Paris. 

Thefe  quotations  will  ferve  alfo  incidentally  to  refute  thofe  re- 
fledtions,  which  are  caft  on  the  charadlers  of  thefe  two  witneffes  3 
for  Mifs  Primrofe  and  Mrs.  Greig  had  certainly  room  to  havetdd 
the  court  one  uniform  ftory  about  what  paft  in  lady  Wigton  s  fa- 

S  s  2  milv. 


I 


3i6 


Of  the  Lofs  of  Lady  yam's  Penfion  Part  V. 

mily,  if  they  had  been  difpofed  to  have  given  any  unjuft  advan¬ 
tage  to  Mf.  Douglas. 

SECT.  XL 

Of  the  lofs  of  Lady  fanes  penfon  in  fuly  1749. 

P.P.*427/b.  O  return  to  the  family  at  Rheims,  Archibald  was  weaned 

the  2  2d  April  1749.  Sir  John  and  lady  Jane  were  living 
quietly  at  Rheims  in  the  manner  above  defcribed,  when  an  un- 
forefeen  accident  interrupted  their  repofe,  and  reduced  them  at 
once  to  a  date  of  poverty. 

Lady  Jane  had  contradted  feveral  debts  in  Scotland.  It  was  well 
known  that  the  duke  her  brother  allowed  her  300  1.  per  annum  ; 

- 532.  c.  and  this  was  thought  by  her  creditors  to  have  been  irrevocably 

fettled  upon  her  :  his  grace  himfelf  feems  not  to  have  been  well 
apprifed  of  the  extent  of  his  power  over  it,  till  he  had  confulted 
Mr.  Archibald  Stuart.  On  the  17th  of  July  1748  he  had  been 
affronted  by  Margaret  Kerr,  who  had  arrefted  lady  Jane’s  money 
in  his  grace’s  hands.  In  July  this  year  the  fame  infult  was  of¬ 
fered  him  by  Mr.  Peter  Haldane.  His  temper  then  left  him  5 
p— 532G.  and  on  the  fame  day,  on  which  he  received  the  arreftment,  he 
haftily  difeharged  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart  from  remitting  any  more 
money  to  lady  Jane. 

Th  is  incident  feems  at  firft  view  to  have  little  reference  to  the 
’  difpute  about  the  birth  of  Mr.  Douglas  3  but  the  purfuers  have 
*——532.  G.  brought  it  into  procefs.  The  duke’s  letter  to  Mr.  Stuart  is  printed, 
and  fhews  plainly  the  fingle  motive  of  this  refentment  :  though 
this  letter  was  written  in  a  moment  of  paffion  3  though  it  is  ad- 
dreffed  to  a  perfon,  whom  he  entirely  trufted ;  to  one  who  is  fup- 
pofed  to  have  had  frequent  conferences  with  his  grace  on  the  fub- 
jed;  of  lady  Jane  and  her  children  ;  yet  there  is  not  the  lead  in¬ 
timation  in  it  that  the  duke  refented  any  part  of  her  condud, 
much  lefs  that  he  fufpeded  fhe  had  foftered  children  which  were 
not  her’s,  a  topic  which  one  would  imagine  his  grace  could  have 
hardly  overlooked  when  he  wrote  on  fuch  a  fubjed,  to  fuch  a 
friend,  at  fuch  a  time  ;  and  we  may  reafonably  prefume  from  this 
total  omiflion  of  it,  that  all  the  talk  about  pretenders  at  Douglas- 
caftle  was  to  this  loth  of  July  1749,  what  Lord  Mark  Kerr  fays 
it  was,  in  a  jocular  ‘way. 

It  was  not  poffible  for  lady  Jane  to  forefee  this  droke,  or  to 
prevent  it  if  d:ie  had.  It  might  eafily  be  made  ufe  of  to  inflame 

the 
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the  duke’s  wrath  againfl  his  fifter;  and  it  has  unfortunately  occa- 
fioned  fome  expredions  of  refentment  to  fall  from  lady  Jane  againil 
her  brother.  She  was  however,  upon  the  whole,  as  difcreet  as 
mod:  perfons  would  have  been  in  her  dtuation  j  and  thofe  who 
blame  her,  would  do  well  drd:  to  ftand  up,  and  vindicate  his 
grace  upon  the  principle  he  himfelf  has  adlgned  for  his  conducll 
in  his  letter  to  Mr.  Stuart. 


SECT.  XII. 

Of  Sir  yohns  letter  to  La  Marre,  September  the  iith  1749. 

TH  E  order  of  time  requires  us  next  to  obferve  the  following 

entry  in  lady.  Jane’s  memorandum-book  j  it  is  in  her  own  P. P.392. d." 
hand.  “  Mr.  Stewart  wrote  to  Mr.  Waters  the  nth  of  Septem- 
“  ber,  and  to  Monf.  La  Marre  the  fame  day.”  And  from  the  dates 
of  entries  prior  to  this  it  appears  to  be  written  in  1749.  The 
purfuers  memorialid;  would  have  us  believe,  that  this  entry  is  an  Mem.  pt.  4. 
interpolation  5  but  as  Mr.  Waters’s  anfwer  is  in  procefs,  and  the  p.  m- 
whole  fentence  is  apparently  written  with  the  fame  ink,  nothing 
can  be  more  futile  than  fuch  an  objedion. 


SECT.  XIII. 

Of  Lord  Morton  s  gener of  ty  in  Odlober  1749. 


TH  E  lofs  of  lady  Jane’s  pendon  threw  her  and  dr  John  Stewart 

into  the  greated:  diftrefs.  They  were  not  only  without  mo-  d.  p.  60.  b. 

ney,  but  were  in  debt  at  Mad.  Mayette’s.*— Lady  Jane’s  drd  ap-"* - 981*  e. 

plication  was  to  her  uncle  lord  Mark  Kerr  j  but  this  was  attended 

with  no  diccefs  :  (he  then  wrote  to  lord  Morton,  who  pitied  her  p.p.  1067.  e, 

wants,  and  inftantly  relieved  them.  His  lordfhip  lent  her  350 1. 

She  received  the  knowledge  of  this  kindnefs  in  Odrober  1749, 
and  acknowledged  it  with  that  fendbility,  which  arifes  from  a 
good  heart  3  the  money  was  paid  on  the  2d  of  November  1749. 

SECT.  XIV. 

Of  the  journey  to  fetch  Sholto. 

IT  waj  high  time  for  the  family  to  think  of  quitting  Rheims, 
where  they  could  no  longer  fubfid  on  the  footing  they  had  hi¬ 
therto  done.  It  was  time  for  them  alfo  to  return  to  Britain,  and 
fee  if  the  perfonal  prefence  of  lady  Jane  could  move  the  heart  of 
her  unrelenting  brother.  They  had  waited  only  for  money  to  pay 
their  debts.  They  had  only  to  fetch  their  child  from  Paris,^  aad 
be  gone  for  ever. 


So 


3 1  $  Of  the  Journey  to  fetch  Sholto,  Part  V. 

So  much  has  been  already  faid  on  the  fubje(5t  of  the  journey  to 
fetch  Sholto,  that  little  remains  to  be  obferved  in  this  place.  We 
are  fure  it  was  performed  between  the  2d  of  November  and  the 
29th.  We  are  lure  alfo  that  no  credit  is  due  to  AbbeO‘Neil,  and 
three  other  witnelTes  produced  by  the  purfuers.  Indeed  had  any 
four  perfons  on  the  defender’s  lide  concurred  pofitively  in  fupport 
of  a  fadl,  which  was  afterwards  difcovered  to  be  notorioully  falffe^ 
there  is  little  doubt,  but  the  purfuers  would  have  cried  out  per¬ 
jury  and  a  plot.  Let  us  leave  thefe  people  and  their  employers  to 
relledl  on  their  own  condu(5l,  and  proceed  to  fettle,  as  was  pro- 
mifed  in  an  early  part  of  thefe  papers,  the  exad  time  of  the  jour¬ 
ney  to  Paris. 

p.  p.  244..  D.  Sir  John  Stewart  and  the  family  uniformly  connedl  this  journey 

_ 238.  H.  with  the  receipt  of  lord  Morton’s  money.  Mrs.  Hewit  fays,  they 

had  received  that  money  juft  before  they  fet  out.  She  very  mi¬ 
nutely  fpecifies  the  time  of  their  abfence  from  Rheims.  They  were 

a - 257.  D.  four  days  on  the  »  road  in  each  journey,  and  lay  four  nights  in 

— —  259.C.  Paris.  They  were  therefore,  according  to  this  computation,  ab- 

_ 258.  F.  fent  ten  nights  and  eleven  days.  It  is  pretty  clear  from  the  proof, 

that  they  fet  out  on  the  3d,  and  returned  on  the  13th  of  Nov.. 

All  the  circumftances  of  the  family  concur  to  prove,  that  they 
had  ftaid  for  nothing  but  this  fupply  of  money  ;  and  as  lady  Jane 
had  received  notice  in  0(ftober  that  the  credit  was  on  the  road,  . 
there  was  no  neceflity  for  loftng  a  moment’s  time  in  preparations 
for  their  journey,  after  it  was  actually  received  on  the  2d  of  Nov.' 

No  French  witnefs  of  credit  has  attempted  to  determine  the 
D.P.  148.0.  exa(ft:  time  of  their  abfence.  Mad.  Maillefer  fays  only,  “  que  ce 
“  voyage  n’a  pas  ete  long :  mais  qu’elle  ne  fait  pas  combien  de 

- - 59.  E.  jours  il  a  dure.”  Mad.  Mayette,  where  they  lodged,  never 

miffed  them  ;  or  at  leaft  does  not  now  recolle(51:  that  they  were  ab- 
fent  at  all.  Thefe  circumftances  however  lead  us  ftrongly  to  think, 
that  their  time  of  abfence  was  not  longer  than  Mrs.  Hewit  has 
depofed. 

Thefe  ladies  are  alked,  how  long  the  family  ftaid  after  their  re- 
D.  P.  59.  F.  turn,  before  they  fet  off  for  England  ^  Mad  Mayette  fays,  **  qu* 
“  apres  I’arrive  du  fecond  enfant  a  Rheims,  Mr.  &  Mad.  Stewart 
“  n’y  font  reftes  que  peu  de  terns,  peut-etre  fept  ou  huit  jours,  ne 
“  pouvant  alfurer  a  quelques  jours  pres.”  Mad.  Maillefer  de- 
P.  148.  D.  pofes,  “  qu’  elle  a  eu  peu  d’occafions  de  voir  cet  enfant,  parceque 
“  Monf.  &  Madame  Stewart  font  partis  peu  de  terns  apres  fon  ar- 
“  riv^,  peut-etre  un  mois,  peut-etre  lix  femains  ne  pouvant  fe 

rappeller  au  jufte  le  terns.”  It  is  impolfible  to  require  that 
thefe  witnelTes  lliould  determine  fuch  an  uninterefting  point  with 

precifion,. 
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precifion,  and  they  do  not  attempt  it.  Yet  it  is  but  judice  to  the 
charad:er  of  Mad.  Maillefer,  to  pay  due  attention  to  what  die  fays. 

If  this  lady  has  erred,  it  is  in  making  the  time  of  abfence  ihorter, 
and  that  of  the  fecond  refidence  longer,  than  they  really  were  : 
but  we  cannot  conceive,  that  fhe  could  miftake  any  time  lefs  than  a 
fortnight  for  a  month  or  fix  weeks.  As  far,  therefore,  as  the 
French  evidence  reaches,  it  tends  to  confirm  what  the  family  have 
faid,  that  they  fet  out  in  the  very  beginning  of  November,  jud  as 
they  received  lord  Moreton’s  money,  and  of  courfe  returned  on  the 

13^^* 

But  it  is  faid,  the  family  have  betrayed  themfelves,  and  declared 
that  their  fecond  reddence  was  very  fliort.  Ifabel  Walker  in  par¬ 
ticular  is  become  the  great  favourite  of  the  purfuers  memorialid 
on  this  occafion  :  it  is  for  this  reafon  that  the  examination  of  her 
account  is  referved  for  the  conclufion  of  our  prefent  enquiry. 

She  fays,  “  that  it  was  fome  time  in  the  beginning  of  Novem-  p.  p.  51.. 

**  ber  that  fir  John,  &c.  fet  out  for  Paris :  die  is  not  pofitive  as  to 
“  the  time  they  were  away,  but  thinks  it  did  not  exceed  the  time 
“  they  could  perform  the  journey  and  return  ;  that  the  family  re- 
“  mained  at  Rheims  but  three  or  four  days,  (as  fhe  bed  remem- 
“  bers,  but  cannot  be  pofitive)  when  they  took  their  journey  for 
“  England  :  that  die  cannot  remember  whether  die  computed  by 
“  the  new  or  old  dyle,  though  the  dyle  ufed  in  France  was  the 
**  new  dyle;  that  the  family  did  not  leave  Rheims  in  a  hurry; 

“  that  they  paid  their  reckoning,  and  put  up  their  baggage  deli- 
“  berately."  In  this  fame  paflage  fhe  computes  the  time  of  the 

journey  to  England,  as  will  be  feen  in  the  next  feCtion  :  and  die _ 

fays  fhe  arrived  in  the  week  before  Chridmas. 

It  is  now  known  that  they  fet  out  from  Rheims  on  Nov.  29;. 

It  is  plain  therefore  that  there  is  more  time  between  the  beginning 
of  November  and  the  final  departure  for  England,  than  Ifabel 
Walker  feems  to  allow  to  the  Paris  journey  and  fubfequent  day  at 
Rheims.  The  purfuers  memorialid  fuppofes  that  fhe  is  midaken 
in  the  fird  part  of  this  pafTage;  that  the  three  or  four  days  of  re¬ 
fidence  were  the  three  or  four  days  immediately  preceding  the 
29th  of  November,  which  he  fays  proves  that  they  mud  have  re-  p.  Mem.  pt^- 
turned  on  the  25th  or  26th.  3-P-269. 

The  exadl  date  of  the  departure  from  Rheims  was  not  known 
when  Ifabel  Walker  depofed.  She  attempts  to  determine  it  by 
calculation,  and  takes  her  ground  from  the  following  month.  She 
is  dire  that  they  arrived  at  London  in  the  week  before  Chridmas ; 
die  has  traced  the  feveral  dages  of  this  journey  with  fingular  ac¬ 
curacy,  and  fays  it  took  up  about  thirty-fiye  days.  And  thus,  by 

counting 
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counting  backwards,  from  the  time  of  their  arrival  in  London,  die 
has  fixed  their  departure  from  Rheims  to  the  1 8th  of  November, 
to  the  day  on  which  it  really  happened,  according  to  our  old  com¬ 
putation. 

But  having  began  by  computing  the  Paris  journey  by  the  new 
llile  forward  from  the  2d  of  November,  the  has  inadvertently 
brought  the  nominal  days  of  fir  John’s  return  from  Paris  and  de¬ 
parture  from  Rheim-s  within  four  days  of  each  othei*  :  they  were 
really  Nov.  and  Nov.  rl-.  The  witnefs  herfelf  is  fenfible  of  fome 
confufion,  and  owns  fhe  cannot  tell  what  dyle  die  ufed  :  but  it 
is  clear  from  the  whole  tenor  of  her  depofition,  that  die  com¬ 
puted  by  the  new  dile  in  the  former  part  of  her  account,  and  by 
the  old  dile  in  the  lad.  It  is  lawful  to  adid  her  in  a  matter  of 
fcience  ;  and  we  cannot  err  in  adding  eleven  days  of  refidence  to 
the  four  die  has  mentioned.  And  thus  it  is  certain  die  becomes 
a  diredl:  and  pointed  witnefs  in  fupport  of  that  very  fadt,  which 
the  purfuers  call  upon  her  to  overthrow;  that  the  family  returned 
from  Paris  fixteen  days  before  their  departure  from  Rheims,  that 
is,  on  the  13th  of  November. 

SECT.  XV. 
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Of  the  journey  from  Rheims  November  the  2()tht  N,  S. 

Let  us  now  fee  how  we  may  compute  this  journey.  The  fa¬ 
mily  fet  out  from  Rheims  November  they  arrived  at  St. 
Omer  on  Thurfday  they  proceeded  on  their  journey  to 

Dunkirk  on  Saturday  December  Vt.  It  is  certain,  that  they  were 
at  Dunkirk  on  December  -rV*  Ifabel  Walker  calls  their  day  there 
fifteen  days  or  more.  Mrs.  Hewitfays,  it  was  about  a  fortnight. 
The  chevalier  Douglas  calls  it  plifeurs  jours.  We  can  never  de¬ 
termine  thefe  dates  exactly  by  parole  evidence.  At  a  medium  the 
day  here  may  be  reckoned  twelve  days,  and  we  may  date  the  de¬ 
parture  of  the  family  on  December  4L  They  were  one  day  at 
fea,  three  days  at  Margate,  and  travelled  dowly  in  an  hired  coach 
to  London,  which  might  take  up  three  days  more ;  fo  that  they 
arrived  at  London  in  Chridmas-week,  O.  S.  about 

Lord  Mark  Kerr  vifited  lady  Jane,  and  invited  her  to  dine  with 
him  on  Chridmas-day. 

Nothing  material  happened  in  the  journey,  except  the  obferva- 
tion  of  the  chevalier  Douglas,  who  depofes,  that  lady  Jane’s  ap¬ 
pearance  was  very  different  from  what  it  had  been  during  her-preg- 
nancy  at  Liege. 

We 
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Wc  have  now  feen,  from  whatneceffity  the  family  were  obliged 
to  leave  Rheims,  a  place  where  they  would  willingly  have  ftaid 
much  longer. — It  was  within  the  jurifdidtion  of  the  Tournelle. — 
5ir  John  Stewart  went  himfelf  feveral  times  to  Paris. — They  all 
lived  in  intimacy  with  Mr.  Maillefer,  who  had  a  conftant  corre- 
fpondence  with  his  agent  Godefroi ;  and  yet  the  purfuers  would 
have  us  think,  they  lived  under  the  fears  and  terrors  of  a  difco- 
very,  and  that  they  had  flolen  their  child  while  they  refided  at 
Godefroi’s,  . 

SECT.  XVI. 

Of  the  dates  in  Mrs*  Hewit'j  depofitions, 

Mrs.  He  wit  has  been  fpecially  attacked  on  account  of  the 
dates,  which  (he  has  affigned  to  fads  in  her  feveral  depo- 
iitions.^  .The  moft  material  attack  is  made  againfl:  her  account  of 
the  journey  from  Rheims  to  London :  this  is  therefore  the  pro¬ 
per  place  to  examine  the  truth  of  this  fevere  accufation. 

Mr.  Almon  at  page  311  (a)  has  made  one  of  his  fpeakers  fay, 
(and  it  muft  be  owned,  that  what  he  fays  is  very  much  in  cha- 
rader)  that  he  will  not  pretend  to  go  through  the  whole  mafs  of 
proof :  yet  this  fame  perfon  is  fuppofed  to  have  engaged  in  a  criti- 
cifm  on  dates  ;  a  talk,  which  no  perfon  could  well  execute  un- 
lefs  he  had  gone  through  the  whole  mafs  of  proof.  He  fays, 
“  Mrs.  Hewit’s  memory  is  really  amazing,  for  Ihe  forgets  only 
five  dates  in  twenty.”  What  are  thefe  five.?  They  are  all  con¬ 
tained  in  the  compafs  of  time  taken  up  in  the  lafi:  part  of  the  jour¬ 
ney,  and  the  time  between  their  leaving  Godefroi’s  and  coming 
to  Michel’s. 

Mr.  Anderfon  knew  that  this  was  wrong.  Mr.  Almon’s  friend 
has  fcarce  read  through  Mrs.  Hewit’s  depofition  on  the  Service. 
Mr.  Anderfon  undertook  to  read  it  for  him  ;  in  confequence  of 
which  he  has  difcovered  twenty-fix  different  dates  ;  the  exad 
number  which  are  to  be  found  in  that  one  depofition.  He  would 
have  us  believe  however,  that  he  had  read  the  other  two.  For 
thefe  are  his  words  at  page  419 — “  In  her  depofitions  fhe  men¬ 
tions  twenty-fix  different  dates.  In  nine  of  them  fhe  is  per- 
fedly  right  j  in  fix  flie  is  nearly  right  j  in  one  flie  is  miftaken 
from  an  error  in  calculation ;  and  in  five  dates  relating  to  things 
of  no  moment,  fhe  appears  to  have  been  mifiaken  for  want  of 
“  memory.”  The  remaining  five  dates  he  leaves  to  the  readers, 
xnd  fuggefts,  that  they  are  to  be  imputed  to  perjury. 

{a)  Lord  Hailes. 
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With  all  this  parade  of  attention  Mr,  Anderfon  is  little  nearer  the 
truth  than  his  predeceflbr.  He  has  fpecified  the  laft  five  dates,  and 
what  he  fays  will  be  noticed  in  its  place :  for  the  reft,  it  is  impofli- 
ble  to  know  exactly  what  thefe  gentlemen  mean.  The  writer  of 
thefe  papers  muft  follow  his  own  method,  and  he  ventures  to  offer 
to  thofe  calculators  the  following  catalogue,  as  containing  a  more 
corredt  account  of  the  dates  in  Mrs.  Hewit’s  depofitions,  than  any 
they  have  made  for  themfelves. 

1.  Lady  Jane’s  marriage  is  dated  Auguft  lo,  1746,  inftead  of 
Auguft  4. 

Let  us  attend  one  moment  to  this  miftake.  No  one  queftions 
the  reality  of  the  marriage ;  no  one  miftrufts  Mr.  Keith’s  certi¬ 
ficate;  no  one  doubts  that  Mrs.  He  wit  meant  to  fpeak  the  exadt 
truth.  If  Mr.  Keith  had  given  no  certificate  of  the  marriage 
before  his  death,  which  happened  previous  to  this  procefs,  Mrs. 
Hewit  had  remained  the  only  witnefs  of  the  marriage.  How 
eafy  had  it  been  for  the  zealous  perfecutors  of  Mr.  Douglas  to  have 
proved  an  alibi  on  the  i  oth  of  Auguft,  and  overthrown  the  legiti¬ 
macy  of  the  defender  ?  When  we  fee  the  little  care  which  Mrs. 
Hewit  took  in  a  point  of  the  utmoft  importance  to  lady  Jane,  in 
which  fhe  adted  a  notorial  part,  can  we  expedt,  that  ftie  fhould 
ever  have  thought  of  treafuring  up  a  notorial  proof  of  the  delivery  ? 

2.  She  fays,  that  they  fet  out  from  Huntingdon  fix  days  after  the 
marriage.  This  is  no  where  contradidted. 

3.  That  theyftaid  at  the  Hague  four  months.  This  is  pretty 
exadt. 

4.  That  they  went  to  Aix  at  the  end  of  April  1747.  This  is  true, 

5.  That  at  the  end  of  the  year  1747  lady  Jane  proved  with  child. 
This  is  very  indeterminate.  She  might  have  known  by  calculation, 
that  the  pregnancy  commenced  about  the  9th  of  Odtober, 

6.  That  they  left  Aix  on  June  the  ift  1748.  It  ftiould  have 
been  May  21ft  1748. 

7.  That  lady  Jane  was  about  eight  months  gone  with  child, 
when  ftie  left  Aix.  She  was  only  leven  months  and  twelve  days 
with  child,  according  to  the  vulgar  computation. 

8.  That  they  ftaid  at  Liege  four  or  five  days.  This  is  exadt. 

9.  That  they  ftaid  at  Sedan  two  or  three  days.  Very  wrong  ; 
they  ftaid  nine  days. 

10.  That  they  arrived  at  Rheims  about  the  middle  of  June. 
This  is  inaccurate;  they  arrived  on  the  7th. 

1 1.  That  they  fet  out  for  Paris  on  July  the  ift.  They  really  fet 
out  on  the  2d ;  but  Mrs.  Hewit  was  eafily  led  into  this  miftake, 
as  they  fet  out  very  early,  and  had  not  been  in  bed. 
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12.  That  they  were  four  days  on  the  road.  They  were  only  p.  p.  252.  c. 
three  days  on  the  road.  But  as  Mrs.  Hewit  counts  from  July  the 

I  ft,  {he  brings  them  to  Godefroi’s  on  July  the  4th,  which  was 
the  real  day  of  their  arrival. 

1 3.  She  fays  that  they  were  three  nights  and  three  days  at  Code - 252.  c. 

frofs,  and  went  from  Godefroi’s  to  Le  Brun’s  in  the  afternoon. - ^53-  d* 

This  account  is  confiftent  with  the  books  of  police.  Nobody 
contradidis  it  but  the  Godefrois,  to  whom  no  credit  is  due  in  this 
particular. 

14.  That  they  were  four  days  at  Le  Brun’s^before  the  delivery. _ 252.  k. 

There  is  here  one  day  too  much  :  unlefs  we  fuppofe  that  they 

really  went  to  Le  Brun’s  on  the  6th,  and  returned  to  Godefroi’s 
for  one  night  more,  till  the  lodgings  were  cleaned. 

1 5.  That  Mr.  Andrieux’s  money  was  received  on  July  the  i  oth,  Serr.  12.  *. 
and  that  on  the  fame  day  lady  Jane  was  brought  to-bed.  This 

date  is  right,  as  the  fadt  has  been  explained  in  its  proper  place. 

16.  That  lady  Jane  was  delivered  on  July  the  loth,  between - 12.  b. 

three  and  four  in  the  afternoon.  This  is  right,  if  there  was  any  k. 

delivery  at  all.  254- 

17.  That  they  ftaid  at  Le  Brun’s  ten  days  after  the  delivery.  It  Serv.  12.  d. 
appears  by  all  the  French  witnelTes  of  credit  that  they  came  to 
Michel’s  on  July  the  20th. 

18.  That  Archibald  was  two  nights  with  the  drunken  nurfe.  P.  P.  254.  a. 
This  is  not  contradicted. 

19.  That  Archibald  was  a  few  days  under  the  care  of  nurfe  —  254.C. 
Favre,  before  he  was  placed  with  the  bad  nurfe  from  St.  Germain’s. 

This  is  the  iecond  of  the  miftakes ;  for  which  it  is  impoilible  to 
account  from  any  other  principle  than  a  confufion  of  memory. 

20.  That  they  remained  at  Paris  altogether  about  three  weeks.  Serv.  12.  d. 
They  were  there  above  four  weeks. — This  miftake  was  difad van- 
tageous  to  Mr.  Douglas;  as,  according  to  Mrs.  He  wit’s  reckon  7 

ing  in  the  Service,  lady  Jane  muft  have  gone  to  Dammartin  on 
July  the  25th.  No  one  thought  this  extraordinary  in  1761  ;  but 
ftnce  the  wonderful  reports  from  the  books  concealed  in  theTour- 
nelle,  we  have  been  brought  to  think  it  remakable,  that  flie  could 
go  there  on  the  2d  or  3d  of  Auguft. 

21.  That  they  ftaid  at  Dammartin  about  a  fortnight.  This  is - 12.  d. 

pretty  exadt :  their  real  ftay  was  about  twelve  days. 

22.  That  Archibald  was  baptized  about  three  weeks  after  their - 12.  f. 

return  to  Rheims,  when  he  was  about  two  months  old.  This  is 

very  inaccurate.  The  child  was  baptized  on  the  22d  of  Septem¬ 
ber,  juft  fix  weeks  after  their  return ;  and  the  child  was  then 
two  months  and  twelve  days  old, 

T  t  2  23.  That 
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2  That  lady  Jane  fell  again  with  child  about  a  month  after 
the  chrillening ;  and  when  fhe  was  near  three  months  gone  with 
child,  flie  mifcarried.  It  appears  by  a  letter  of  Mrs.  Hewit,  that 
lady  Jane  mifcarried  about  December  the  ift  1748,  when  fhewas 
ten  weeks  gone  with  child  :  that  is,  when  the  pregnancy  had  been 
obferved  te?n  weeks. 

24.  That  lady  Jane’s  penhon  from  the  duke  was  flopt  about 
half  a  year  after  the  birth  of  the  children.  This  is  a  great  miftake. 
The  penhon  was  not  flopped  till  July  1749. 

25.  That  fir  John  received  lord  Morton’s  money,  juft  before  he 
went  for  the  fecond  boy.  This  is  very  right. 

26.  That  Sholto  was  brought  to  Rheims,  when  he  was  about 
fixteen  months  old.  This  is  remarkably  exadl.  Sholto  was  fix^ 
teen  months  old  on  the  loth  of  November  1749,  N.  S. 

Mrs.  Hewit  has  alfo  faid  in  her  fecond  depofition,  that  this 
happened  about  the  end  of  Odlober.  This  is  no  miftake,  when 
it  is  explained;  it  agrees  with  the  former  computation. 

27.  That  they  were  three  or  four  days  on  the  road. 

28.  That  they  were  four  nights  at  Paris. 

29.  That  they  were  four  days  on  the  road  back.  No  one  knows 
any  thing  about  thefe  laft  numbers,  except  fir  John  and  Mrs.  Hewit; 
and  they  agree  in  their  account.  The  abbe  0‘Neil,  Vuyet,  &c.  are 
allowed  to  be  grofsly  miftaken ;  to  fay  no  worfe. 

30.  That  they  continued  a  very  ftiort  time  at  Rheims  after  their 
return  from  Paris.  This  is  true,  though  indeterminate. 

31.  That  they  fet  out  for  England  about  November ;  or,  as  it 
is  written  in  the  two  depofitions,  about  the  i  ft  of  November.  If 
this  paffage  in  Mrs.  Hewit’s  depofition  is  taken  down  right,  there 
is  a  miftake  of  almoft  three  weeks;  this  point  will  be  examined. 

32.  That  they  were  about  two  weeks  at  St,  Omcr’s.  They  were 
nine  days  there.  This  is  exad:  enough. 

33.  That  they  were  about  a  fortnight  at  Dunkirk.  They  were 
probably  there  about  twelve  days.  There  can  be  no  complaint  of 
inexadtnefs  here. 

34.  That  they  were  another  fortnight  at  Margate.  This  is  a 
great  miftake.  Ifabel  Walker  fays,  that  they  were  there  only  three 
or  four  days ;  and  they  could  not  be  more. 

35.  That  they  arrived  in  London  in  the  week  before  Chriftmas. 
This  is  certainly  right, 

36.  That  they  remained  at  London  and  Chelfea  two  years  and 
ten  months.  This  is  inexa(ft.  They  ftaid  only  two  years,  and 
eight  months. 

37.  1  hat  lady  Jane  returned  from  Scotland  to  London  about 
the  end  of  April  1753.  Tliis  is  very  right. 

38.  That 
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38.  That  Sholto  fevered  two  days  after  they  left  Scotland.  This  Serv.  13.  d. 
is  exadt. 

39.  That  lady  Jane  returned  to  Scotland  in  Auguft  1753*  - 13  i'- 

is  very  true. 

40.  That  lady  Jane  died  in  November  i753«  This  is  alfo  right, - 13.  r. 

Thus  we  have  recovered  no  lefs  than  forty  dates  from  Mrs.  Hew*- 

it’s  depofitions,  infleadof  Mr.  Anderfon’s  twenty-fix.  This  gen¬ 
tleman  has  divided  his  dates  into  dates  perfedly  right,  nearly 
right,  errors  by  calculation,  errors  through  defetft  of  memory, 
and  errors  to  which  he  gives  no  name.  He  has  not  told  us  the 
particulars  of  his  four  lirft  divifions  ;  and  it  is  impoflible  to  guefs 
at  them.  Perhaps  the  following  obfervations  may  contribute  ra¬ 
ther  more  to  the  candid  reader’s  information. 

To  confider  thefe  dates  merely  according  to  their  importance  in 
the  prefent  procefs,  will  not  lead  us  into  the  intention  or  charac¬ 
ter  of  the  witnefs.  She  was  probably  all  her  life  a  flranger  to 
their  importance  in  the  prefent  procefs.  She  knew  very  well,  what 
interefled  her  moft :  and  every  man  may  go  to  his  own  common 
fenfe,  and  judge  from  thence,  whether  (he  fpeaks  from  nature,  or 
from  art  j  whether  her  memory  was  aided  by  the  impreffion  which 
thefe  incidents  made  on  her  mind  at  the  time  they  happened,  or 
by  any  fubfequent  information. 

!♦  That  in  fome  other  parts  of  her  depofition  her  dates  are 
right,  but  vague  and  indeterminate;  in  others  die  is  midaken. 

Many  oT  thofe  dates  feem  to  have  been  recently  formed  upon  an 
imperfedl  recolle(flion,  and  to  depend  one  upon  theothei. 

Thus,  numbers  3,  4,  5,  and  36,  in  the  foregoing  catalogue  are 
indeterminate  conjedtures,  which  happily  agree  pretty  nearly  with 

the  truth.  .  .  ,  ,  ta/t 

Numbers  i  and  24  are  miftakes,  which  in  the  language  or  Mr. 

Anderfon  are  to  be  imputed  to  want  of  memory  ;  that  is,  they 
are  fuch,  of  which  no  account  can  be  given.  But  the  v/riter  of 
thefe  papers  is  far  from  thinking  them  of  no  moment  to  Mr. 

Douf^las,  becaufe  they  happen"' to  be  of  no  moment  to  that  gen¬ 
tleman’s  argument.  They  are  on  fubjedts,  which  it  feems  made 

little  impreffion  on  Mrs.  Hewit.  ^  r  1  •  1 

Numbers  6,  20,  and  26,  are  alfo  miftakes,  of  which  no  ac¬ 
count  can  be  given  ;  but  we  may  fee  clearly,  that  thefe  miflakes, 
having  once  obtained  a  place  in  her  mind,  are  the  true  and  necef- 
fary  caufes  of  the  chain  of  erroneous  dates  which  follow  them. 

For  example,  Mrs.  Hewit  was  fure  that  ffie  arrived  at  Pans  oa 
July  the  4th  1748  :  fo  that,  when  ffie  had  once  dated  the  depar¬ 
ture  from  Aix  eleven  days  too  late,  on  the  id  of  June,  ffie  was. 
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under  a  neceffity  of  prefling  the  intermediate  incidents  into  too 
fhort  a  fpace :  and  this  accident  created  all  the  inaccuracies  from 
number  6  to  number  12. 

Again,  Mrs.  Hewit  is  not  far  miflaken  in  the  time  of  lady  Jaive’s 
mifcarriage,  which  flie  knew  was  not  late  in  the  winter  1748.  But 
unluckily,  having  computed  the  time  of  the  mifcarriage  from  a 
wrong  date,  £he  has  given  an  appearance  of  inaccuracy  to  her  ac¬ 
count  of  that  fadt,  which  does  not  belong  to  it ;  for,  when  fhe 
had  carried  the  family  from  Paris  a  week  too  foon,  and  brought 
on  the  baptifm  near  a  month  too  early,  fhe  was  obliged  to  allow 
too  large  a  time  between  the  baptifm  and  mifcarriage.  Any  one, 
who  will  compute  Mrs.  Hewit’s  reckoning  from  July  4th  to  the 
mifcarriage,  will  find,  that  (he  has  placed  it  in  the  month  of  De¬ 
cember,  not  far  from  its  true  date  ^  and  fee  the  fource  of  the  in- 
corred:  computations  from  number  20  to  23. 

Thefe  two  chains  of  miftakes  will  pafs  with  the  purfuers  for  in¬ 
voluntary  errors :  they  cannot  pretend,  that  they  fee  a  defign  of 
ferving  Mr.  Douglas  in  computations,  which  are  rather  favour¬ 
able  to  a  prefumptive  argument  againfl:  him.  The  next  inilance 
from  number  25  to  35  is  that,  againfl;  which  they  level  their  force. 
Itmufl;  be  perjury,  becaufe  it  flands  in  their  way. 

II.  Mr.  Anderfon  makes  his  fpeaker  infinuate,  that  this  confu- 
fion  was  aflfedted  to  prove  an  alibi  from  Paris  at  the  time  of  the  en¬ 
levement  of  Sanry’s  child.  One  is  alhamed  to  reply  to  fuch  a  fug- 
geflion.  Whoever  was  the  author  of  this  fpeech  may  know, 
when  he  will  know,  that  the  enlevement  of  that  child  happened 
in  January  1750;  at  leafl:,  without  any  great  wafte  of  time  or  ap¬ 
plication  he  may  learn,  that  he  has  given  the  witneflfes  to  that  flory 
a  falfe  and  undeferved  credit  in  inlinuating  (page  449)  that  they 
never  varied  in  oath,  from  what  they  declared  at  their  firfl:  exami¬ 
nation.  He  has  had  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart’s  paper  in  his  hands,  who 
owns,  that  they  firfl;  told  him,  the  child  had  a  breafl:  rupture,  and 
was  marked  with  the  fmall-pox. 

Indeed  we  need  not  have  fleipped  over  forty-nine  pages  of  this 
fpeech  for  a  mifconflrudtion  of  the  evidence  ;  there  is  one  in  the 
2d  line  of  the  420th  page,  which  we  are  now  examining.  Mrs. 
Hewit  had  faid,  that  the  feCond  journey  to  Paris  happened  at  the 
end  of  051  ober ;  and  the  author  choofes  for  a  reafon  well  known  to 
bimlelf  to  quote  it  in  O Bober, 

The  writer  of  thefe  papers  is  too  fecure  in  the  truth  to  be 
tempted  to  imitate  fuch  an  example.  He  acknowledges,  that  the 
beginning  of  this  tranfadion  is  dated  at  the  end  of  Odlober,  the 

middle 
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middle  in  the  firft  of  November,  and  the  end  in  the  week  before 
old  Chriftmas-day. 

But  the  dates  which  offered  the  purfiiers  the  moft  fatisfadion, 
and  from  which  they  will  in  the  end  reap  the  lead:,  are  thofe 
which  relate  to  the  receipt  of  lord  Morton’s  money,  the  fubfequent 
journey  to  Paris  to  fetch  the  younger  child,  and  the  departure  for 
England.  We  fhall  foon  fee  that  her  miftakes  are  of  no  confe- 
quence. 

We  muff  obferve  that  Mrs^  Hewit  computes  throughout  by 
the  old  flile.  The  family  received  lord  Morton’s  money  on 

‘hey  fet  out  for  Paris  on  She  fays  they  fct  out 

about  the  end  of  0<ftober.  They  finally  left  Rheims  on  Nov.  44- 
She  thinks  it  was  the  aid: ;  fo  that  Mrs.  Hewit,  inflead  of  be¬ 
ing  guilty  of  perjury,  as  the  purfuers  pretend,  in  dating  thefe 
feveral  journeys  too  early,  has,  by  an  unavoidable  but  dight 
error  in  memory,  dated  them  feverally  a  few  days  too  late ;  and, 
with  this  trifling  abatement,  we  may  venture  to  affirm,  that  her 
account  is  ftrongly  confirmed  by  every  credible  witnefs  in  procefs. 

III.  We  may  now  obferve,  that  in  all  the  dates  from  their  ar¬ 
rival  at  Paris  to  their  entry  at  Michel’s,  (he  is  pointed  and  exad:. 
So  far  from  forgetting  any  date  between  their  leaving  Godefroi’s 
and  their  coming  to  Michel’s,  (as  Almon’s  amanuenfis  has  injuri- 
oufly  charged  her)  ffie  undertakes  to  remember,  not  only  the  day, 
but  almod:  the  very  hour,  when  every  thing  happened.  It  matters 
not  in  this  argument,  though  the  purfuers  have  fet  up  two  diffe¬ 
rent  alibi  proofs  to  contradict  her.  Duruiffeau  and  Godefroi  and 
all  that  tribe  have  been  anfwered  already.  All  we  are  to  ob¬ 
ferve  here  is,  that  ffie  undertakes  to  remember  what  every  honed 
man  would  expeCt  ffie  ffiould  remember  j  and  that,  if  there  was 
any  fraud,  ffie  has  laid  herfelf  open  to  detection  by  the  precife  dates 
ffie  has  given  to  every  incident  during  this  ffiort  but  important 
period;  and  for  the  prof  of  this  we  may  appeal  to  numbers  12 — 18 
inclufive. 

The  fame  accuracy  revives  on  the  fubjeCt  of  Sholto  s  death,  and 
the  confequent  diftreffes  and  the  death  of  lady  Jane.  No  one  can 
imagine  artifice  or  defign  in  the  account  of  thefe  tranfaCtions  ;  but 
everyone  muff  feel,  that  the  difficulties  and  difirellcs  in  lady  Jane’s 
family  would  make  the  fame  impreffion  on  the  honed  heart  of 
this  witnefs  at  one  time  as  at  another  ;  and  every  one  mud  fee, 
that  thefe  intereding  fubjeCts  are  what  ffie  relates  with  an  accu¬ 
racy  unknown  to  the  other  parts  of  her  depofition  ;  and  will  there¬ 
fore  impute  the  drengt-h  of  her  memory  in  thefe  cafes  to  a  natuial 

I  caufe. 
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caufe,  I  mean,  the  real  interefl  Ihe  took  in  the  concern  of  her 
friend. 

ConcJuJion  of  the  Fifth  Part, 

This  period  does  not  afford  any  thing  which  can  be  called  a 
dired:  proof  of  the  birth  of  Mr.  Douglas ;  but  it  is  clearly  proved 
by  thofe,  who  had  feen  lady  Jane  during  her  fuppofed  pregnancy, 
that  her  fhape  and  whole  appearance  was  very  different  at  this 
time  from  what  it  was  before  her  delivery :  that  therefore  fhe  muff 
have  undergone  a  delivery,  or  fome  other  remarkable  indifpofition, 
to  occalion  this  alteration.— 2d.  That  fhe  was  univerfally  reputed 
the  mother  of  Mr.  Douglas,  and  of  his  brother  Sholto,  by  every 
perfon,  who  ever  faw  her  at  Rheims  or  Paris.— 3d.  That  many 
perfons  had  accefs  to  fee  Sholto  :  and  that  it  is  very  highly  pro¬ 
bable,  that  lord  Blantyre  and  lady  Wigton  did  fee  him  ;  at  lead, 
that  lady  Wigton  was  particularly  defired  by  lady  Jane  to  go  and 
fee  him,  and  to  write  her  how  he  was  taken  care  of :  that  fir 
John  went  twice  to  fee  his  child  from  Rheims,  befides  his  journey 
from  Dammartin  already  mentioned  ;  on  both  which  occafions  he 
carried  cloaths  with  him ;  which  he  never  would  have  done,  if  he 
•had  had  no  child. — 4th.  That  during  this  time  they  were  in  cor- 
refpondence  with  La  Marre  on  the  fubjedl  of  this  child. — 5th. 
That  lady  Jane  was  indifputably  capable  of  bearing  children,  and 
had  a  mifcarriage. — 6th.  That  thofe  early  fufpicions,  on  which 
the  purfuers  ground  their  argument  againft  the  habite  and  repute, 
were  nothing  at  firft,  but  fome  illiberal  jokes  on  lady  Jane’s  ad¬ 
vanced  age. — And  laftly,  that  fir  John  and  lady  Jane’s  condu(!f 
during  this  whole  period  is  natural,  confiftent,  and  proper  upon 
the  fuppofal  of  a  real  delivery,  and  of  their  being  then  poffeffed  of 
two  children  j  but  incredible  and  monftrous  upon  the  fuppofition 
that  the  delivery  was  fidlitious,  and  that  they  were  only  pofTeffed 
during  this  whole  period  of  one  child. 


D  E- 


DEFENDER’S  PROOF.  Part  VI. 


INCIDENTS  FROM  THE  RETURN  OF  LADY 
JANE  TO  BRITAIN  TO  THE  CONCLUSION 
OF  THE  PROOF. 

/ 

S  E  C  T.  I. 

Of  the  refdence  of  the  family  on  their  return  to  'England. 

WE  are  now  to  take  a  view  of  a  fcene  of  great  diftrefs,  which 
would  draw  tears  from  many  eyes.  The  writer  of  thefe 
papers  does  not  alfedt  infenfibility  j  but  he  is  unwilling  to  fwell 
his  account  to  an  unnecefTary  length  by  words,  that  afford  only  a 
prefumptive  proof  j  which  thofe,  who  are  faid  to  have  called  the 
Supreme  Judge  of  the  world  to  witnefs  to  their  ignorance  and  inat¬ 
tention,  would  certainly  affedl  to  defpife.  He  founds  his  reafon- 
ing  upon  fadls  j  and  fince  both  parties  have  thought  proper  to 
bring  into  proof  a  multitude  of  fadls  and  converfations  which 
paffed  during  the  period  now  under  confideration,  it  is  his  bufinefs 
to  relate  them  faithfully,  as  they  are  faid  to  have  happened. 

When  fir  John,  lady  Jane,  and  the  family  arrived  in  London 
in  the  week  before  Chriftmas-week  1749,  they  lodged  a  night  or  j 
two  at  provoft  Archibald  Stuart’s,  before  they  went  to  hired 
lodgings  at  Mr.^ohn  Murray’s  in  St.  James’s  Place. 

Lady  Jane  and  the  children  continued  to  lodge  either  with  Mr*  D.i 
Murray,  or  with  Mr.  William  Grindley  at  Chelfea,  till  her  — 
firft  journey  to  Scotland  in  Augufl:  1752  j  and  it  feems  probable,  p.p 
that  they  went  from  Mr.  Murray’s  to  Chelfea  in  Auguft  1751. 

It  is  not  eafy  to  collect  from  the  printed  proof  the  exad:  refi- 
dcnce  of  fir  John  Stewart  during  this  time.  He  was  fometirnes 
with  lady  Jane  at  Mr.  Murray’s  j  and  Mr.  Murray  depofes,  as  if  d.i 
fir  John  had  been  with  her  the  whole  time  fhe  ftaid  at  his  houfe. 
Mr.,  Beadle  fays,  fir  John  lodged  at  his  houfe,  or  within  the  rules  p.  p 
of  the  King’s-Bench  three  years  or  thereabouts  ;  and  that  fir  John 
left  his  houfe  in  May  or  June  1752.  This  cannot  be  true,  for 
fir  John  had  not  been  in  England  three  years  in  May  or  June  1752. 
There  is  a  rule  of  court  for  John  Stev/^art,  Efq;  to  go  out  of  d.  p 
the  prifon  of  the  King’s-Bench  dated  May  1751  ;  but  this  pro¬ 
bably  was  only  a  temporary  indulgence.  Mr.  Grindley  fays,  p.p, 
that  during  the  time  that  lady  Jane  lodged  at  his  houfe,  fir  John 
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was  confined  to  the  rules  of  the  King’s-Bench  prifon  ^  and  Mr. 
P.P.  370.G.  Mackercher  depofes,  that  fir  John  Stewart  lodged  for  feveral 
months  in  the  fame  houfe  with  the  deponent  in  Spring-Gardens, 
within  the  verge  of  the  court  of  St.  James’s,  at  the  time  lady 
Jane  Douglas  lodged  at  Mr.  Murray’s  houfe,  or  at  Mr.  Grindley’s 
at  Chelfea.  It  is  impoflible  to  reconcile  thefe  accounts ;  nor  is  it 
neceflary  to  do  fo.  They  are  here  mentioned  as  inftances  of  in¬ 
voluntary  error,  equal  to  any  of  thofe  miftakes,  into  which  fir 
Decl.  15.L.  John  Stewart  himfelf  has  fallen,  who  fays  he  was  only  one  year 
in  Southwark. 

It  is  fufficient  to  remark,  that  fir  John  Stewart  was  for  the 
mofi;  part  abfent  from  his  family,  and  as  far  as  appears  from  his 
Gorrefpondence,'m  confinement. 

The  fadts  to  be  confidered  in  this  period  relate  chiefly  to  the 
various  reports  about  the  birth  of  the  children,  and  the  conduct 
of  lady  Jane  and  fir  John  Stewart  in  confequence  of  them. 

We  muft  firft  fee,  what  pafled  at  Douglas-caftle ;  next  afcer- 
tain  the  time  and  manner,  in  which  lady  Jane  was  informed 
©f  it. 


SECT.  IT 

Of  the  reports  circulated  at  Douglas ^caflle  in  1750. 

ifl;.  I  '  H  E  charatfter  of  the  late  duke  of  Douglas  is  well  marked 
■*“  by  the  Reverend  Mr.  William  Hamilton,  the  minifler 
of  the  parilh,,  who  knew  him  intimately  many  years.  Mr. 
P.P.  923. D.  “  Hamilton  (fays  lady  Jane)  exprefl:,  as  he  has  done  all  along,  a 
“  great  defire  to  ferve  me  j  but  how  to  perform  it,  he  fays,  is  a 
“  talk  more  difficult  than  any  he  ever  took  in  hand,  my  bro- 
“  ther’s  temper  being  fo  Angular,  fo  inconfiftent  even  with  him- 
“  felf,  and  with  what  formerly  ufed  to  be  agreeable  to  him;  that 
“  how  to  addrefs  a  perfon  varying  every  hour  of  the  day,  changing 
“  from  one  fentiment  to  another,  without  fixing  on  any  one,! 
**  one  quarter  of  an  hour,  he  looks  upon,  and  juffly  enough, 
“  as  a  thing  impradticable  ever  to  bring  him  to  think  and  a6l  a- 
right.”  That  lady  Jane  did  juflice  to  Mr.  Hamilton’s  conver- 
fation,  appears  from  a  paffage  in  that  gentleman’s  own  depofition 
f'.P.  330.  A.  “  Lady  Jane  faid,,  I  thought  I  had  known  my  brother  as  well  a& 
any  body,  but  it  feems  he  is  to  know  every  day :  the  deponent, 
anfwered,  So  he  isl* 
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Such  was  the  perfon,  upon  whofe  determined  refolution  and 
jdeady  belief  the  purfuers  ground  one  of  their  prefumptive  argu¬ 
ments  againfl  Mr.  Douglas,  diredlly  in  oppofition  to  the  tedi- 
mony  of  a  witnefs,  whom  they  have  brought  into  procefs  for  the 
fingle  purpofe  of  defcribing  the  manners,  which  prevailed  at 
Douglas-cadle. 

The  two  principal  agents  in  his  grace’s  family  were  Mr.  White 
of  Stockbriggs  and  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart.  The  duke  lived  ex¬ 
ceedingly  retired  at  his  own  caftle,  and  thofe  gentlemen  had  a 
great  afcendance  over  him. 

The  duke,  it  appears,  had  been  fome  years  very  drongly  pre¬ 
judiced  againft  his  After  ;  the  beginning  of  their  quarrel  is  related  D.  P.896, 
in  the  memorandum  of  William  Greenftiiels.  His  grace  had 
met  with  fome  affronts  from  a  mob  at  Edinburgh ;  and  Mr.  White 
undertook  to  affure  him,  that  the  mob  was  raifed  and  paid  by 
lady  Jane  and  the  colonel,  in  order  to  murder  the  duke,  or  carry 
him  to  St.  Kilda.  This  difcourfe  of  Mr.  White,  the  witnefs  af¬ 
firms,  was  after  lady  Jane  was  married  to  colonel  Stewart. 

Mrs.  Hepburn  confirms  this  account  from  the  duke  of  Douglas’s  - 4zS.a 

own  mouth.  “  He  faid,  he  did  not  fufpedl  his  fifter  at  the  time ; 

“  but  that  it  was  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart  and  Stockbriggs,  who  told 
“  him  fo  'y  that  they  alfo  accufed  his  fifter  of  having  complained 
“  of  him  to  the  duke  of  Argyle ;  which  the  duke  of  Argyle  many 
“  years  after  contradicted,  and  faid  on  the  contrary,  that  lady  Jane 

had  entreated  him  the  duke  of  Argyle,  if  poflible,  to  procure 

her  brother’s  pardon,  and  to  carry  him  to  London,  where  it 
“  would  be  feen,  that  the  duke  of  Douglas’s  only  ailment  was  low 
“  fpirits,  and  that  he  needed  only  to  be  known  to  be  agreeable.” 

Thus  alarmed,  it  is  not  furprizing,  that  the  duke  fhould  give 
fome  credit  to  any  report,  which  was  raifed  againft  his  fifter. 

It  fhould  be  remembered,  that  the  people  in  Scotland  were 
even  at  this  time  abfolutely  in  the  dark  about  every  incident, 
which  had  happened  at  Aix,  Rheims,  and  Paris.  It  was  left  for 
another  generation  to  form  thofe  honourable  connexions  with 
Meff.  Sanry,  Duruiffeau,  Godefroi,  and  Mignon,  which  have 
fince  appeared  in  procefs.  The  Scotch  logicians  of  thofe  days 
travelled  the  high  priori  road,  and  urged  the  impoffibility  of  a 
pregnancy  at  the  advanced  age  of  lady  Jane  ;  and  this  was  all. 

Mr.  Greenfhiels,  the  duke’s  butler,  fays,  ‘‘  that  when  the  news - 897* » 

“  of  lady"Jane’s  having  born  two  fons  came  to  the  duke,  he  was 
“  told  bv  feveral  people  in  the  intereft  of  the  Hamilton  family?  that 
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“  it  was  impoflible  her  ladyfhip  could  bring  forth  children  at  her 
“  time  of  life,  and  that  they  were  impoftors  bought  out  of  an  hof- 
“  pital  with  a  view  to  fucceed  to  the  duke’s  eftate ;  that  Stockie  in- 
“  iided  often  with  the  duke  in  this  manner  he  proceeds,  and  fays, 
he  has  often  heard  other  reports ;  but  as  they  appear  by  other 
parts  of  the  proof  to  be  of  a  later  date,  we  lhall  confider  them  in 
their  place. 


D.P.  428.C.  Mrs.  Hepburn  fays,  that  the  duke  of  Douglas  often  told 
“  her,  that  he  had  been  informed  by  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart  and 
“ 'Stockbriggs,  that  lady  Jane  was  not  in  a  fituation  to  have  chil- 
“  dren  for  many  years  before  her  marriage  with  colonel  Stewart ; 

and  that  they  faid,  they  had  been  informed  by  Mrs.  Kerr,  who 
“  had  been  formerly  houfe-keeper  to  the  duke,  that  a  marble 
table  would  have  a  child  as  foon  as  lady  Jane.’* 

This  Mrs.  Kerr  is  the  only  perfon  who  is  quoted  as  an  authority 
for  this  extraordinary  report:  fhe  ferved  lady  Jane  Douglas  eighteen 
P. P.45.L.  years,  and  was  wdth  her  in  the  houfe  when  die  went  abroad  j  fhe  - 
has  depofed,  that  as  fhe  did  not  doubt  of  lady  Jane’s  being  married, 

-* —  47.  c.  neither  did  fhe  doubt  in  the  lead  of  her  having  children. 

D.P.  435- D.  Mrs.  Jane  Stuart  gives  the  fame  account  of  the  duke’s  difcourfe 
as  Mrs.  Hepburn  3  and  fays,  the  duke  was  told  it  by  Mr.  Archibald 
Stuart,  and  major  Cochran  3  and  that  Mr.  Stuart  quoted  Mrs. 
Kerr,  who  had  been  lady  Jane’s  fervant. 


Mr.  Greenfhiels  adds,  that  Stockbriggs  firfl:  raifed  the  dory  of 
the  children  not  being  lady  Jane’s,  and  faid  he  had  it  from  Mr. 
Stuart. 


P.  P.  322.  B. 

■ - 33»-G. 


The  reverend  Mr.  Hamilton  fays,  “  that  he  has  heard  the  duke 
‘‘  talk  of  lady  Jane’s  children  as  fuppofititious  3  and  that  his  grace 
was  apt  to  take  bad  impreflions  from  Stockbriggs.” 

The  purfuers  have  examined  feveral  witnedes  to  prove,  that  the 
duke  did  exprefs  his  difbelief  of  the  delivery.  The  defender  is 
very  ready  to  admit,  that  he  did  fo  3  he  defires  only  that  it  may  be 
remembered,  that  thefe  difcourfes  were  at  fird  held  in  fo  artful  a 
manner,  that  lady  'Janes  uncle  thought  they  were  only  jokes;  and 
that  when  mixed  with  other  quarrels  they  became  afterwards  more 
ferious,  there  was  no  authority  for  them  except  the  abufed  name 
of  Mrs.  Kerr ;  and  that  they  appear  to  have  been  raifed  by  Mr. 
White  of  Stockbriggs,  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart,  and  major  Cochran 
who  knew  nothing  of  the  matter. 


Mem.  pt.6.  The  purfuers  memorialid  admits,  that  thefe  three  gentlemen 
p-  a(rted  in  the  manner  defcribed  by  the  witnefles.  In  particular  he 

aderts. 
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aflerts,  ‘‘  that  it  is  not  at  all  improbable,  that  Mr.  Stuart  may  ha^^e 
“  had  fuch  a  converfation  with  the  duke,  and  that  he  may  have  ex- 
“  preffed  his  opinion  very  ftrongly  on  that  fubjed:.”  Mr.  Stuart 
was  probably  an  illiterate  man,  and  totally  unacquainted  with  the 
circumftances  of  -the  delivery,  except  what  little  he  learnt  from 
Mr.  Colvil ;  to  any  one  befides  the  duke  he  might  have  exprelTed 
his  opinion  without  reprehenfion,  but  he  certainly  went  much 
too  far  when  he  exprelTed  himfelf  very  ftrongly  to  the  perfon,  on 
whom  the  happinefs  and  even  fubfiftence  of  thefe  children  chiefly 
depended  i  and  he  is  wholly  unjuilifiable  in  correfponding  with  lir 
John  Stewart  in  the  manner  he  did,  whilfl;  he  expreflTed  thefe  fuf« 
picions  to  the  duke 


SECT.  III. 

Of  the  reports  received  by  Sir  'John  and  Lady  Jane  in  1750. 

P>  U  T  it  is  faid  further  on  the  part  of  the  purfuers,  that  be  the 
^  fufpicions  well  or  ill  founded,  lady  Jane  heard  them,  and  ought 
to  have  contradid:ed  them.  It  is  very  true,  that  {he  heard  them 
as  a  common  flander,  and  treated  them  with  indignation,  and  in 
part  too  with  more  confideration  than  is  even  due  or  ufually  paid 
to  reports,  which  have  no  foundation  but  in  the  malice  and  falfe- 
hood  of  thofe  who  raifed  them,  and  which  did  not  appear  of  any 
confequence. 

For  it  was  a  long  time  before  lady  Jane  could  poflibly  apprehend, 
that  thefe  reports  were  believed  ar  Douglas-caftle;  whether  fhe 
was  ignorant  by  mere  accident,  or  deluded  by  artifice,  is  a  point 
not  eafily  determined.  That  fhe  was  thus  ignorant  during  the  firfl 
years  of  her  refidence  in  England,  appears  in  proof. 


♦  The  memorialift  perhaps  will  trouble  himfelf  but  little  to  defend  the  charader  of  this 
Mr.  Stuart  ;  however,  he  is  unwilling  that  Mr.  Stuart’s  opinion  Ihould  pafs  for  igno¬ 
rance,  becaufe  it  is  the  opinion  he  is  engaged  to 'defend.  The  phyficians,  it  is  owned,  have 
declared,  that  they  know  no  reafon  why  a  woman  of  fifty  may  not  have  twins.  But  this  Mem.  pt.  i, 
does  not  fatisfy  him  ;  he  refers  to  experience,  and  wants  a  well  attefted  example  of  the  faft  p.  22. 
either  in  books  or  otherwife,  which  he  declares  he  has  not  found,  and  believes  the  defender’s  ^ 

enquiries  have  been  equally  unfuccefsful. - What  the  gentlemen  engaged  for  the  defender 

may  have  found,  the  writer  of  thefe  papers  has  not  learned  ;  but  he  has  one  cafe  before  him 
fo  much  in  point,  that  he  cannot  help  gratifying  the  memorlalill’s  denre,  and  tranfcribing 
it.  He  hopes  that  learned  gentleman  will  not  laugh,  though  it  is  taken  from  a  Comment 
upon  the  Bible.  He  may  find  it  in  the  notes  of  Tremellius  and  Junius  on  the  firfl  chapter 
of  Ruth.  It  fhould  be  obferved,  that  it  is  the  refpedlable  Emanuel  Tremellius  who  fpeaks. 

He  was  profefTor  at  Heidelberg  many  years,  and  publifhed  his  Bible  in  1569.  His  words 
are,  “  Hie  in  Palatinatu  ante  annos  aliquot  vidi  oculis  meis,  &  vocatus  interfui  partul  cu- 
jufdam  feminae  ampiius  arnos  56  natse,  quae  binos  mares  enixa  eft  eodem  partu.”  Few 
people  it  is  believed  will  millnift  this  authority  ;  and  the  German  woman  was  fix  years  older 
than  lady  Jane  at  the  time  of  her  delivery. 

The 
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c.  The  reverend  Mr.  Hamilton,  minifter  of  Douglas,  had  many 
friendly  conferences  with  lady  Jane  in  autumn  1751,  in  which  he 
did  not  mention  a  word  of  thefe  fufpicions. 

.  Mrs.  Hamilton,  that  gentleman’s  wife,  in  a  letter  after  his  re¬ 
turn  dated  November  1751  writes  thus  to  lady  Jane:  His  grace 
“  is  in  good  health,  and  inquired  very  particularly  about  your  lady- 
(hip  and  the  children;  but  when  my  friend  ((he  means  her  huf- 
“  band)  told  him  that  he  had  feenthe  two  pretty  boys  feveral  times, 
“  he  faid  that  was  a  great  myftery  to  him,  becaufe  he  had  a  letter 
from  a  certain  nobleman,  a  relation  of  your  own,  advihng  that 
there  was  one  of  them  jud;  now  with  him,  &c.”  When  the  duke 
was  pleafed  to  hold  fuch  very  different  language,  could  a  man  of 
common  fenfe  form  any  other  judgment  than  lord  Mark  Kerr  had 
formed,  that  he  was  all  the  while  in  jeft 

It  appears  too,  that  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart  was  at  this  time  the 
correfpondent  and  reputed  friend  of  lir  John  Stewart ;  and  fo  late 

H.  as  April  1752  Mr.  White  of  Stockbriggs  thought  proper  to  profefs 
himfelf  lady  Jane’s  friend,  and  dupe  Mr.  Hamilton  ;  and  from 
none  of  thefe  gentlemen  did  lady  Jane  ever  hear  one  fyllable  of 
thefe  fufpicions. 

Upon  the  whole  we  fee,  that  thefe  fufpicions  were  for  a  long 
time  only  confidered  as  idle  talk  of  little  confequence.  There 
were  many  known  caufes  of  difpute  between  the  duke  and  his 
filler,  but  no  reafon  why  he  (hould  believe  the  children  were  not 
hers ;  nor  was  (lie  informed,  that  he  had  any  fufpicions  on  that 
head  till  May  1752.  Mrs.  Carfe  was  the  fir(l  informant. 

This  obfervation  is  the  more  necelTary,  as  the  purfuers  memo- 
rialift  has  ventured  to  affirm,  “  that  at  their  return  to  Britain  they 
“  were  much  prefled  by  their  friends  to  get  an  atteflation  from 
Paris  of  the  truth  of  the  delivery ;  and  that  at  the  very  time 
2.  “  lady  Jane  was  refuflng  to  take  this  plain  and  infallible  method 
of  clearing  up  the  doubts,  (he  and  fir  John  wrote  to  Mad. 
Tewis.” — Dire6lly  in  oppofltion  to  all  this,  the  reader  will  have 
great  reafon  to  doubt,  whether  they  were  ever  prelfed  to  get  fuch 
an  atteflation ;  but  if  they  were,  he  will  fee,  that  it  mufl  have 
been  full  two  years  later  than  the  application  to  Mad.  Tewis. 


SECT. 


Se£l.  4.  Of  the  ConduSi  of  the  Family ^ 


SECT.  IV. 

Of  the  conduct  of  the  family,  and  La  Marre*s  letter  in  1750. 

T  E  AVING  therefore  the  further  notice  of  the  intelligence  to* 
its  proper  date,  we  muft  remember  in  what  manner  lady  Jane 
and  lir  John  Stewart  adted  in  confequence  of  being  told,  that  cer¬ 
tain  vague  reports,  which  no  body  owned,  were  malicioufly  circu¬ 
lated  to  their  difadvantage. 

It  appears,  that  the  firfl  effedl  of  thefe  reports  was,  that  fir 
John  and  lady  Jane  were  very  angry ;  and  this  was  to  be  expedted. 

Next  it  appears,  that  thefe  fufpicions  made  an  impreflion  on  the 
fervants,  before  fir  John  or  my  lady  feem  to  have  been  afiedted  D. P.368. r; 
by  them  ;  which  is  alfo  very  natural.  Ifabel  Walker  depofes, 
that  while  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  lodged  at  Mr.  Murray’s 
“  (which  mufi:  have  been  very  foon  after  their  retumj  (he  heard 
fir  John  read  lady  Jane  a  letter,  which  he  faid  was  from  his 
friend  La  Marre ;  that  the  deponent  remembers  that  the  con- 
“  tents  of  the  letter  was,  that  Mr.  La  Marre  mentioned  he  had 
“  got  an  opportunity  of  a  friend,  and  had  therefore  wrote  to  know 

“  how  fir  John  and  lady  Jane,  and  the  children  were  3  that  fir - 369.  b. 

John  was  rolling  it  up  carelefsly  and  putting  it  in  his  pocket ; 

“  that  the  deponent  having  by  this  time  heard  of  fufpicions  with 
“  refpedl  to  the  birth  of  the  children,  (he  faid,  that  (he  thought 
“  that  the  letter  ought  not  to  be  fo  carelefsly  put  up,  but  that  it 
“  ought  to  be  preferved,  as  it  might  be  of  ufe  afterwards;  and  fir 
“  John  upon  that  in  a  paflion  damned  any  perfon,  who  (hould  call 
“  lady  Jane’s  honour  in  queftion.” 

In  her  next  examination  (he  adds,  that  it  was  at  London,  on  Min.  9.S. 
Gccafion  of  this  letter,  that  (he  learnt  that  the  man-midwife’s 
name  was  La  Marre,  who  at  Rheims  was  called  the  do(^or. 

Mrs.  Hepburn  of  Keith  remembers  to  have  heard  Ifabel  Walker  p.p.  341.  k; 
fpeak  of  this  letter  in  a  room,  where  they  waited  to  be  examined 
on  the  fervice ;  and  mentions  her  report  with  fuch  variations  as 
we  always  find,  when  two  witnelTes  engage  in  a  minute  rela¬ 
tion  of  infignificant  circumftances.  Ifabel  Walker  has  forgot  d  P.369. c. 
this  converfation,  though  fhe  fays  it  may  have  pafiTed.  The  ground 
of  the  (lory  is  the  fame  in  both  depofitions.  It  is  fufficient  to  ob- 
ferve,  that  this  account  is  totally  unconnedled  with  the  pretended 
letters  of  La  Marre  produced  in  procefs,  none  of  which  bear  date 
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in  1750;  that  it  ftands  uncontradidted,  and  refts  on  the  unfullied 
credit  of  this  worthy  and  fenfible  fervant. 

A  learned  fpeaker  in  Almon’s  book,  p.  216,  and  another  in 
Anderfon’s,  p.  205,  are  made  to  fay,  that  Ifabel  Walker  fwears 
pofitively,  that  fhe  faw  this  letter  (meaning  the  fourth  letter 
produced  as  La  Marre’s)  delivered  to  fir  John  Stewart  when  in 
Mr.  Murray’s.  If  thefc  perfons  had  paid  the  lead  attention  to 
the  order  of  time,  they  would  have  known  that  the  letter  to 
which  they  allude  bears  date  in  1752.  It  had  been  printed  long 
before  Ifabel  Walker  was  examined,  and  {he  could  never  have 
blundered  in  a  defigned  perjury  fo  far,  as  to  have  dated  the 
receipt  of  it  at  Mr.  Murray’s,  from  whence  (he  knew  the  family 
removed  in  the  year  1751  ;  befides,  the  contents  of  the  letter  fhe 
faw  were  very  different. 

SECT.  V. 

Of  the  application  to  Mad.  Tewis  in  April  1750. 

P.P.72.C.  COON  after  this,  in  April  1750,  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  took 
^  a  prudent  fiep  to  obviate  thefe  rifing  calumnies.  They  wrote 
to  Mad.  Tewis  of  Aix-la-Chapelle,  and  defired  her  to  certify 
what  fhe  knew  of  lady  Jane’s  pregnancy.  The  contents  of  this 
declaration  made  by  Mad.  Tewis  and  two  other  perfons,  in  confe- 

—  1006.  F.  quence  of  this  requefl,  have  been  mentioned  in  their  proper  place. 

’  Xhe  2.3:  is  dated  the  5th  of  Auguft  *750;  but  it  did  not  arrive  in 

England  till  after  lady  Jane’s  death  in  1753.  It  was  in  lady  Shaw’s 
hands  in  fummer  1756,  from  whom  it  pafled  fuccefiively  to  Mrs. 
Napier  and  Mr.  Orr,  till  at  lafi:  Mr.  Charles  Brown  delivered  it 
into  court. 

This  attention,  which  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  had  fhewed  to  the 
interefi:  of  their  children,  one  would  think  fufficiently  fatisfadtory ; 
but  nothing  will  fatisfy  fome  people.  They  no  fooncr  appear  to 
have  applied  to  Mad.  Tewis  for  a  proof  of  the  pregnancy,  than  ano¬ 
ther  queftion  is  flarted  with  great  vehemence  and  Mr.  Douglas 
mufi:  tell,  why  they  did  not  apply  to  La  Marre  for  a  proof  of  the 
delivery.  The  writer  of  thefe  papers  hopes  to  give  fome  fatis- 
faftion  on  this  point  to  thofe,  who  have  temper  enough,  to  hear 
him.  Let  it  be  remembered,  that  it  was  only  a  popular  clamour 
founded  on  the  miftaken  belief,  that  a  woman  of  fifty  could  not 
bear  twins,  that  was  at  this  time  to  be  oppofed. 


ifl.  The 
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I  ft.  The  proof  of  the  delivery  was  not  fo  ealily  obtained,  nor 
would  it  have  been  fo  readily  accepted  by  the  enemies  of  lady  Jane, 
as  this  proof  of  the  pregnancy,  which  was  therefore  the  moft  ex¬ 
pedient. 

La  Marre  and  Le  Brun  were  obfcure  people,  whom  nobody 
knew  5  a  certificate  from  either  of  them  muft  have  been  carried  be¬ 
fore  the  magiftrate,  and  made  authentick  by  his  atteftation,  before 
it  could  be  of  ufe  ;  and  then  it  would  have  been  difficult  to  have 
brought  it  out  into  publick  i  for  furely  no  one  could  exped:,  that 
lady  Jane  fliould  have  juftified  herfelf  in  publick,  when  nobody 
appeared  to  accufe  her.  Does  every  one,  who  is  llandered  in  our 
publick  Gazettes,  run  into  a  court  of  juftice,  and  defire  to  be 
heard  in  defence  of  his  innocence  ?  And  yet  it  is  pretty  clear,  that 
had  this  way  been  taken,  nothing  would  have  lefs  filenced  thefe 
clamours.  Thofe,  who  would  not  believe  Mrs.  Hewit,  would 
never  have  believed  Mr.  La  Marre.  Even  as  the  purfuers  have 
ftated  their  cafe  at  prefent,  it  feems  impoffible  to  be  true,  with¬ 
out  fuppofing  one  or  more  French  accomplices.  One  objedion 
would  have  been  raifed  after  another  and  as  much  time  and  pa¬ 
per  had  been  then  confumed,  as  has  fince  been  employed  in  this 
procefs.  The  cry  would  then  have  been.  What  have  we  to  do 
with  this  blind  proof  of  a  delivery  ?  Give  us  a  proof  of  the  preg¬ 
nancy,  which,  if  it  was  real,  muft  have  been  notorious  for  many 
months  to  many  witneffes.  We  may  judge  in  what  manner  fome 
folks  reafon  from  a  fimilar  cafe,  which  is  before  us  in  procefs. 
Every  unprejudiced  perfon  muft  allow,  that  the  late  lady  Wigtoii 
was  a  much  more  proper  perfon  to  vifit  Sholto,  than  the  cheva¬ 
lier  Johnfton.  Mrs.  Greig  fwears  pofitively,  that  fhe  heard  lady 
Jane  defire  lady  Wigton  to  go  and  fee  the  child ;  yet  the  gentle¬ 
men,  who  are  againft  Mr.  Douglas,  are  pleafed  to  forget  this  ; 
and  ftill  cry  out.  Why  did  they  not  employ  Mr.  Johnfton  ?  Juft 
as  we  are  afked,  Why  they  did  not  write  to  La  Marre,  becaufe 
they  happened  to  write  to  Mad.  Tewis. 

On  the  other  hand,  if  we  refledt  on  the  particular  fttuation  of 
Mad.  Tewis,  we  lhall  fee  a  very  fingular  advantage  arifing  from 
her  circumftances.  She  was  a  lady  well  known  to  people  of  the 
firft  rank  and  fafhion  in  Great  Britain,  and  efteemed  by  all  who 
knew  her;  and  befides  fhe  had  a  daughter  married  to  an  Englifh 
gentleman  of  charadter,  in  whofe  hands  whatever  Mad.  Tewis 
wrote  might  fafely  have  been  trufted ;  and  by  whofe  aid  it  might 
have  been  circulated  without  parade  or  oftentation  through  all  the 
families  of  diftindtion  in  Scotland,  and  even  have  made  its  way 

X  X  perhaps 
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perhaps  to  Douglas-caftle.  So  that  in  every  light  this  method 
appears  to  have  been  the  moft  expedient. 

2diy  Xhis  method  was  the  moft  fatisfadlory,  and  if  the  reader 
pleafes*  fcientifick.  The  fcandal  ran,  that  the  delivery  was  falfe, 
becaufe  a  woman  of  fifty  years  of  age  was  incapable  of  bearing 
children.  Put  the  cafe  then,  that  an  hoiieft  rftan-j  fueh  as  Mf. 
Hamilton  of  innerwteh,  was  milled  by  a- falfe  philofophy  to  think 
fuch  a'  delivery  altogether  incredible,  and  in  the  heat  of  paffion  to 
call  it  a  new  miracle,  which  he  was  riot  bound  to  believe  on  any 
evidence  whatever.  What  can  be  done  to  convince  him  ?  When 
his  temper  is  cooled,  he  may  perhaps  be  over-powered  by  the  au¬ 
thority  of  honeft  Xremellius  or  Mrs.  Hewit,  and  bend  his  reafon- 
ing  to  the  better  quality  of  an  unfufpicious  heat!.  And  this  is 
all  j  his  judgment  remains  uninformed,  and  he  aflent's  to  a  gene¬ 
ral  fad  without  the  knowledge  of  any  circumftance,  which  be¬ 
longs  to  it.  But  how  much  more  will  he  learn,  if  he  is  fent 
for  information  to  the  perfon,  who  fuperintended  the  feveral  ftages 
of  the  pregnancy  r  He  will  then  learn  the- regular  pfogrefs  of  every 
fymptom,  from  the  firft  fuppreflio  menfium,  till  the  child  leapt  in 
his  mother’s  womb  :  he  will  there  be  told,  that  the  rnedicines 
and  diet  proper  for  pregnant  women  were  orderly  adminiftered, 
and  had  all  the  effed  eipededfrom  them  ;  in  fhort,  he  will  know, 
that  there  was  no  miracle  in  the  cafe.  He  will  fee,  that  God  does 
fometimeS  continue  the  powers  of  generation  in  all  their  regular 
order  and  force  to  an  advanced  period  of  life  :  he  will  be  led  by 
philofophy  to  confider  this  circumftance  as  an  effed  of  chaftity  and 
temperance,  of  the  right  ufe  which  had  been  made  of  an  e^tcellent 
conftitution  of  body  :  he  will  be  ready  to  defend  the  fad  on  the 
very  fame  principles  on  which  he  had  before  oppofed  it. 

We  fee  then,  that  upon  every  principle,  either  learned,  popu¬ 
lar,  or  convenient,  lady  Jane  was  in  the  right  to  apply  in  the 
firft  inftance  to  Mad.  Tewis. 

Little  was  done  in  confequence  of  this  application  to  Mad. 
Tewis.  A  fecond  letter  was  written  in  July  ;  but  the  notorial  ad 
was  not  figned  till  Auguft,  nor  fent  into  England,  till  after  lady 
Jane’s  death.  The  pregnancy  was  fo  univerfally  obferved  and 
known  at  Aix,  that  Mad.  Tewis  could  not  but  think  her  attefta- 
tion.  of  little  confequence;  and  lady  Jane  was  plainly  milled  into 
a  falfe  fecurity  by  the  abfolute  filence  of  all  the  gentlemen  ot 
Douglas,  who  called  themfelves  her  friends.^  Though  fir  John 
was  in  confinement,  fhe  was  every  where  received  with  all  the  dif- 
tindion  due  to  her  birth  and  charader ;  all  her  acquaintance  of 
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rank  received  and  returned  her  vifits,  except  the  late., duke  of 
Hamilton. 

SECT.  VI. 

Of  Lady  fane's  penfon  in  Auguft  1750. 

TN  May  1750  fhe  defired  Mr.  Pelham  to  procure  her  fome  mark 
*■*  of  his  majefty’s  bounty,  in  a  letter,  which  does  honour  to  the 
goodnefs  of  her  heart,  and  greatnefs  of  her  mind.  This  requeft 
was  attended  with  the  fuccefs  it  merited  and  on  Auguft  the  3d, 
Mr.  Pelham  acquainted  her,  that  his  majefty  had  granted  her  a 
penfion  of  300 1.  a  year.  Before  the  end  of  this  year  fhe  was  in¬ 
troduced  at  court,  and  fucceflively  to  their  royal  highneffes  the 
prince  and  princefs  of  Wales,  the  duke,  and  the  princefs  Amelia. 
Can  any  one  believe,  that  a  perfon,  thus  honoured  by  all  thofe 
whofe  good  word  is  real  praife,  was  at  the  fame  time  under  ge¬ 
neral  fufpicLon  of  having  committed  a  capital  crime;  or  that  the 
late  truly  virtuous  minifter  would  have  interefted  himfelf  to  have 
procured  her  his  majefty’s  aid  to  give  bread  to  thofe -children,  (for 
in  thefe  very  terms  fhe  afked  it)  which  were  fufpedted  to  be  none 
of  hers  ? 

Though  lady  Jane  had  now  a  fufficient  income  for  her  prefen t 
fupport,  fhe  had  not  enough  to  pay  her  debts.  She  had  been 
living  upon  credit  ever  fince  her  return  to  England,  and  fir  John 
•was  confined  on  this  account,  and  not  likely  to  be  fpeedily  releaf¬ 
ed.  This  was  ftill  a  fource  of  great  uneafinefs. 

SECT.  VII. 

Cf  the  re-baptifm  of  Sholfa  in  i75t» 

Lady  Wigton  returned  home  in  fpring  1751,  and  lodged  at 
Harapftead,  when  Sholto  was  re-baptized  in  compliance  with 
the  fcruples  of  lady  Wigton.  Her  ladyfhip  had  accidentally  men- 
tinned  this  .circumftance  in  her  depofition  in  the  fervice  ;  and 
though  it  appeared  to  be  very  little  connected  with  the  truth  of 
the  delivery,  the  purfuers  had  a  mind  to  prove,  that  it  was  falfe. 
This  was  a  dire.^  attack  upon  her  ladyflnp’s  honour  ;  fqj:  one  can 
hardly  fuppofe,  they  were  angry  with  Mrs.  Hewit,  and  notliing 
more.  With  this  intent  they  procured  a  commifiion  from  the 
To.urnelle  to  examine  witnefles  in  London  ;  and  took  the  depo,- 
.fitions  of  tbtoe  perfons,  the  parifli -clerk,  the  prefbyteriaiti  parioji, 
and  the  wo.main  with  whom  lady  Wigton  lodged,  who  wifely  ^de.- 
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pofed  that  they  knew  nothing  of  the  matter  ;  the  laft  of  them  it 
feems  was  pofitive,  that  fhe  muft  have  known  it,  if  it  had  been 
done  there. — However  there  in  the  houfe  of  lady  Wigton,  it  was 
really  done  by  the  reverend  Mr.  Colvil ;  and  the  fad  is  eftablifh- 
ed  to  the  entire  convidion  of  all  parties.  It  is  really  amazing, 
that  the  learned  adverfaries  of  Mr.  Douglas  were  not  led  to  one 
ferious  refledion  from  this  cafe.  They  fee,  that  an  attempt  was 
made  to  delude  the  Tournelle  with  the  negative  teftimony  of  Eng- 
lifh  witnefTes.  Are  not  they  themfelves  liable  to  the  fame  decep¬ 
tion  from  the  negative  teftimony  of  French  witnefTes,  of  whofe 
fituations  and  means  of  knowledge  they  can  judge  no  more,  than 
the  Tournelle  could  of  thofe  of  our  parifh-clcrks,  or  prefbyterian 
clergy  ? 

Th  is  incident  too  affords  a  ftriking  example  of  the  thoughtlefs 
and  inconfiderate  manner,  in  'which  thefe  good  ladies  ufed  to 
tranfad  matters  of  importance.  The  minifter  of  Hampftead  had 
certainly  a  right  to  be  told  what  Mr.  Colvil  was  doing  j  and  if  he 
had  not  thought  proper  to  flop  the  rc-baptifm,  which  he  probably 
would,  he  muft  have  entered  it  in  his  regifter.  This  negled  was 
precifely  the  fame  offence  againft  the  laws  of  the  church  of  Eng¬ 
land,  as  La  Marre’s  negled  of  enregiftering  the  ondoyment  was 
againft  thofe  of  the  Gallican  church.  The  affair  was  tranfaded  too 
near  home  to  admit  of  further  difpute,  or  we  might  poffibly  have 
been  amufed  with  as  many  quotations  from  our  own  Ecclefiaftl- 
cal  Law,  as  have  been  brought  into  proof  from  Capitation  Rolls». 
livres  dhnfpedeur,,  &c.  at  Paris.. 

SECT.  VIIL 

Of  Mrs,  Cm'fes  letter  the  \\th  of  May  1752. 

There  is  no  incident  in  proof  worth  our  notice,  till  laefy 
Jane  removed  from  Mr.  Murray’s  to  Mr.  Grindley’s  at  Chel- 
fea  about  Auguft  1751.  Sir  John  was  then  in  prifon.  Lady  Jane 
lived  there  much  in  the  fame  manner  flie  had  done  in  St.  James’s* 
Place  3  and  the  firft  thing,  which  requires  our  attention,  is  Mrs. 
Carfe’s  letter  to  lady  Jane  of  the  14th  of  May  1752. 

Mrs.  Carfe’s  honeft  intelligence  muft  be  reported  in  her  own 
words  3  fhe  fays,— Some  time  ago,  I  had  it  from  a  good. 
“  hand,  that  a  certain  elevated  foolifh  woman,  viz.  Archibald 
“  Stuart’s  wife,  as  fhe  was  holding  out  her  throng  of  bufinefs, 
“  and  having  nobody  to  aflift  her,  as  Mr.  Stuart  had  five 
**  clerks  away  with  him  i  it  was  afked  her.  Where  ?  She  an- 

‘‘  fwered,. 
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fwered.  To  Douglas-caftle,  he  having  a  great  deal  of  bufinefs 
“  there;  and  very  loon,  faid  fhe,  that  great  and  antient  houfe, 

“  the  brag  of  the  world,  will  be  'quite  extindl.  How,  fays  the 
“  perfon  fhe  talked  to,  has  not  lady  Jane  two  fine  fons  ?  Ha, 

“  fays  file,  they’ll  never  be  owned  by  his  grace  j  and  all  that’s 
“  poffible  to  be  done  againft  her  and  hers  will  foon  be  put  in 
“  execution  ;  and  a  great  deal  to  this  purpofe.” — It  appears  by 
the  former  part  of  Mrs.  Carfe’s  letter,  that  fhe  confidered  what 
fhe  was  going  to  write,  as  news  to  lady  Jane.  It  is  certainly  the 
firfl  notice  given  to  lady  Jane,  that  her  brother  difowned  the  chil¬ 
dren,  which  appears  any  where  in  the  proof ;  and  it  is  probably 
the  firft,  that  fhe  ever  received. 

Mr.  John  Murray,  in  whofe  houfe  lady  Jane  lodged  till  about 
Augufi;  1 751*  fays  not  a  word  about  fufpicions  :  not  aword  pafTed 
upon  the  fubjedl  between  her  ladyfhip  and  Mr.  Hamilton,^  who 
left  London  about  October  1751  5  and  we  are  fure,.fhe  could  have 
no  fufpicion  that  her  brother  was  influenced  by  fuch  reports,  when 
fhe  received  Mrs.  Hamilton’s  letter  dated  the  2d  of  November;  Serv. 58. b. 
nor  when  fhe  anfwered  it  the  23d  of  December  1751.  Mr.  Grind-  ^  p 
ley  fays  only,  that  he  heard,  that  fufpicions  were  entertained  by  ‘  ’ 
the  duke,  both  before  lady  Jane  went  to  Scotland,  and  after  her 
return  ;  and  the  frequent  converfations  he  mentions,  were  before 
fhe  left  his  houfe ;  ai;d  Mr.  Mackercher,  the  other  perfon  who 
fpoke  to  lady  Jane  on  the  fubjedl  in  London,  exprefsly  alludes  to 
the  contents  of  Mrs.  Carfe’s  letter. 

Mr.  Mackercher  fays,  “  that  on  lady  Jane’s  hearing  of  the  re-  • — 

“  ports,  fhe,  fir  John,  and  Mrs.  Hewit  refented  it  much,  and  talked 
''  of  profecuting  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart,  whom  they  fuppofed  was 
“  the  author  of  this  report  :  he  adds,  he  advifed  them  to  lay  the 
“  flate  of  the  cafe  before  his  majefly’s  follicitor-general;  but  does 
**  not  know  if  it  was  done.”  ' 

Mr.  Grindley  depofes,  “  that  lady  Jane  often  lamented,  that - 361.1. 

fhe  had  it  not  in  her  power  to  clear  the  matter  up  for  want  of 
money  to  go  or  fend  to  France  for  that  purpofe;  and  flie  like- 
**  wife  regretted,  that  fhe  could  hot  be  at  the  expence  of  na- 
turalizing  them  here.” 

It  was  indeed  diflicult  to  fay,  what  was  the  properefl:  .thing  to 
be  done  in  the  prefent  cafe.  The  talk  of  Mrs.  Stuart  was  not 
fufficient  ground  for  any  publick  a6t  of  refentment  again  ft  her 
hufband ;  and  there  might  befomereafon  todoubt,  whether  all  Mrs. 

Stuart  bad  faid  ' was  ftri(ftly  true  ;  fo  that  after  thefe  feveral  propo- 
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fals,  and  doubtlefs  many  others,  had  been  talked  over,  it  was 
thought  tadvifeable  upon  the  whole,  that  lady  Jane  Ihould  return 
to  Scotland ;  and  in  this  deiign  £he  was  greatly  confirmed  by  her 
friend  lady  Catharine  Wemyfs,  who  writes  thus  to  her  the  15th  of 
July. — “  I  was  made  happy  the  other  day  at  hearing  a  report  of 
your  ladyfhip’s  coming  to  Scotland  to  fee  the  duke  of  Douglas,  as 
‘‘  there  was  reafon  to  believe  it  would  not  be  difagreeable  to  him. 
“  I  certainly  don’t  think,  were  you  in  one  country  his  grace  could 
“  {land  out  long ;  his  dear  little  nephews  would  plead  your 
‘‘  excufe.” 

SECT.  IX. 

Of  Lady  ^ane  s  journey  to  Scotland'm  Augufi  1752. 

TN  the  beginning  of  Augufi:  lady  Jane  fet  out  on  this  journey 
with  Mrs,  He  wit,  her  two  children,  and  Ifabel  Walker.  There 
P.  P.  851.E,  is  a  letter  from  her  to  fir  John  in  procefs,  dated  upon  the  road  the 
Sth  of  Augufi:,  in  which  fhe  tells  him,  “  the  fhall  not  write 
“  again  till  fhe  gets  to  Edinburgh.”  The  reafon  of  which  is  ex- 
——991.  A.  plained  in  a  fubfequent  letter  to  the  prefent  fir  John  Stewart :  fhe 
went  by  fea  unknown  to  her  hufband.  This  conduct  is  at  once 
an  inflance  of  the  great  diffrefs,  the  heroick  mind,  and  tender 
heart  of  this  noble  lady,  and  points  out  a  principle  upon  which 
we  may  explain  all  the  embarrafTing  circumflances  of  her  beha¬ 
viour  in  1748. 

The  arrival  of  lady  Jane  in  Scotland  confiderably  altered  the 
fiate  of  her  affairs. — Her  honour  was  fupported — her  interefl  with 
her  brother  totally  undermined.  How  this  happened  will  appear 
from  a  number  of  particulars,  which  have  been  brought  into 
proof  by  one  party  or  the  other. 

I.  We  fhould obferve,  that  the  high argument  taken  from 
lady  Jane’s  fuppofed  incapacity  of  bearing  children,  was  entirely 
~  386iE.  overturned  by  her  appearance  at  this  time.  The  hon.  Mrs.  Mait- 

- 387.  F.  land,  at  whofe  houfe  fhe  lodged — Janet  Andrews,  Mrs.  Mait- 

- 387.  B.  land’s  fervant — Helen  Fergufbn,  lady  Jane’s  laundrefs — and  Mar- 

- 307.  c.  garet  Brown,  affifiant  to  Mrs.  Fergufon,  all  joined  themfelves  to 

Mrs.  Hewit,  and  the  fervants  of  the  family,  and  have  lived  to 
depofe  in  this  procefs,  that  lady  Jane  was  capable  of  bearing  chil¬ 
dren  during  her  refidence  in  Scotland  in  the  year  1752. 

—  852.  B.  Lady  Jane,  it  is  faid,  arrived  in  Scotland  the  i8th  of  Augufi:^ 
— —856.  F.  lodged  at  Mrs.  Maitland’s  till  the  middle  of  OiSober^ollo'W- 
ing—from  thence  removed  to  Hope-Park  at  fome  diflance  from 

Edinburgh. 
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Edinburgh.  This  obfervation  will  enable  us  to  fix  leveral  inci¬ 
dents  in  their  proper  order. 

Her  ladylhip’s  profefied  bufinefs  in  Scotland  was  to  confult  her 
friends,  and  vifit  if  poffible  her  brother. 

The  principal  incidents,  which  the  purfuers  have  brought  into 
proof  during  this  period,  are  what  they  are  pleafed  to  call  lady  ‘ 

Jane’s  explanations,  i.  e.  certain  converfations,  which  fhe  is  faid 
to  have  held  on  the  fubjetff  of  her  affairs.  Of  thefe  they  reckon 
only  three,  and  by  a  confufion  very  neceffary  to  fupport  a  certain 
fpecies  of  argument,  Mr.  Loch’s  converfation  is  called  the  firll; 
explanation  in  the  Table  of  Contents  and  the  vifit  to  lady.  Stair  Page  n. 
is  called  the  firfl  in  the  memorial.  Pt.  2.  p.  163. 

Lady  Jane  had  in  reality,  if  we  give  credit  to  the  proof,  five 
different  converfations  on  the  fubje(5  of  her  affairs  3  but  they  are 
not  all  of  equal  authority.  The  firfl  with  Mr.  Loch,  and  the  fe- 
cond  with  lord  Preftongrange,  were  ferious  conferences  previous 
to  her  firfi:  letter  to  the  duke,  with  intimate  friends,  to  whom  fhe 
was  bound  to  fpeak  truth  and  be  particular,  and  who  would  ne¬ 
ver  fpeak  unadvifedly  to  her.  Her  difcourfe  with  Mr.  Archibald 
Stuart  is  upon  bufinefs,  and  affords  a  flriking  inflance  of  that  gen¬ 
tleman’s  condud:.  What  paffed  with  lady  Stair  and  Mrs.  Menzies 
are  more  ordinary  converfations,  in  which  nothing  ferious  was 
intended. 

SECT.  X. 

Of  Lady  fanes  converfation  with  Mr.  Loch. 

TO  begin  with  Mr.  Loch.— *This  gentleman  is  acknowledged 
to  be  a  man  of  flrid  honour  :  he  was  lady  Jane’s  old  and 
true  friend  :  in  this  charader  fhe  confulted  him  with  confidence; 
told  him  her  fituation,  and  learnt  from  him  how  to  guide  herfelf 
towards  her  brother. 

His  words  are  thefe — In  the  year  1752,  when  lady  Jane  came  Serv.  23.  a. 
down  to  Scotland  with  the  two  boys,  fhe  made  bitter  com- 
plaints  to  the  deponent  of  the  injurious  reports,  that  had  been 
fpread,  of  her  having  bought  children,  and  impofed  them  on 
**  the  family,  with  a  view  to  keep  up  her  difference  with  her  bro- 
“  ther,  and  ftrip  her  of  her  right ;  but  fhe  hoped  very  foon  to 
vindicate  herfelf,  for  fhe  was  determined  to  go  to  Douglas  her- 
felf  with  her  children,  and  make  way  to  her  brother,  and  re- 
‘‘  prefent,  and  let  him  know  the  fad  as  it  flood.  When  fhe  was 

“  converfing 
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“  converling  thus  with  the  deponent,  he  took  occafion  to  afk  her 
“  ladyfhip,  when  fhe  was  delivered  of  the  children,  where,  and 
“  who  were  witnefles  to  the  birth.  Her  ladylhip  told  the  de- 
“  ponent,  that  fhe  was  delivered  in  the  houfe  of  Mad.  Le  Brun, 
‘‘  Sanbourg  St.  Germain,  Paris,  the  icth  of  July  1748;  that  Mr. 
“  Pierre  La  Marre,  a  man-midwife,  affifted  her  at  the  birth ;  Mad. 

**  Le  Brun  and  her  daughter  were  prefent,  a  widow  lady  who 

lodged  in  her  houfe,  and  Mrs.  Hewit.” 

i 

Such  is  the  account,  which  lady  Jane  gave  to  this  gentleman  at 
this  time  :  and  in  fupport  of  his  teftimony  it  fhould  be  obferved, 
that  Mr.  Loch  is  the  man  in  the  world,  from  whom  we  Ihould 
mod:  expedt  to  learn  thefe  particulars  3  and  that  this  is  the  very 
time  when  lady  Jane  had  the  greatefl;  reafon  to  explain  herfelf.  She 
had  never  till  now  learnt  the  whole  extent  of  the  accufation  againft 
her. 

The  purfuers  had  acknowledged,  when  they  publifhed  their 
proof,  that  this  was  lady  Jane’s  firft  explanation :  but  before  the 
memorial  came  out,  they  felt  the  neceffity  of  withdrawing  that 
acknowledgment.  Mr.  Loch’s  account  is  omitted  in  its  place  3 
and  though  he  exprefsly  fwore,  that  he  had  it  from  lady  Jane 
when  flie  came  down  in  the  year  1752,  it  is  tacked  to  the  end  of 
one  of  fir  John  Stewart’6  explanations,  which  they  fay  was  ob¬ 
tained  in  1759. 

The  whole  reafon,  for  which  this  unjuftifiable  change  is  founded, 
depends  on  the  word  Sanbourg  in  Mr.  Loch’s  depolition.  This 
word  is  alfo  found  in  a  note  in  Mr.  Loch’s  hand-writing,  which 
he  prefented  in  the  fervice,  and  which  he  vyrote  on  the  fcroll  of 
a  teftament,  which  he  had  made  for  lady  Jane  in  1753.  This 
word  it  Ihould  feem  could  not  eafily  be  received  for  Fauxbourg 
by  pronunciation  3  therefore,  fay  the  purfuers,  Mr.  Loch  copied 
fir  John  Stewart’s  note  in  the  year  1759,  though  he  fays  he  thinks 
he  wrote  it  from  what  lady  Jane,  or  thofe  about  her,  had  talked  to 
him  on  the  fubjed:. 

We  fee,  on  what  a  flimfy  thread  of  reafoning  from  one  fuppo- 
fition  to  another  we  are  expedled  to  believe  that  Mr.  Loch  is  per¬ 
jured  3  though  the  purfuers  dare  not  call  him  fo.  As  thefe  notes 
are  of  no  farther  ufe  than  to  vindicate  Mr.  Loch’s  charadler,  the 
writer  of  thefe  papers  will  take  the  liberty  to  introduce  them  here. 
— The  firfi  note  in  Mr.  Loch’s  hand,  which  he  fays  he  thinks  he 
wrote  from  what  lady  Jane  or  thofe  about  her  had  told  him  in 
1752  and  1753,  is  in  thefe  words — “  Archibald  and  Sholto  Stew- 
“  arts  were  born  10th  July  1748,  in  Madam  La  Brune’s  houfe, 

“  Sanbourg 
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Sanbourg  St.  Germain,  Paris ;  prefent  Mr.  Peeter  La  Marre 
‘‘  man-midwife,  Madame  La  Prune  her  daughter,  a  widow  lady 
‘‘  who  lodged  in  the  houfe,  and  Mrs.  Helen  Hewit.” 

The  fecond  note,  of  which  Mr.  Loch  fwears,  that  he  cannot  p. 
tell  how  he  came  by  it,  or  when,  but  is  fure  he  had  it  in  1759, 
contains  the  following  words  in  fir  John  Stewart’s  hand: 

“  the  man  meadwifs  name  who  brought  _ 

Lady  Jean  to  bed,  was  Mr.  Peeter  la  Man* 

“  in  Madame  la  Brun’s  houfe 
‘‘  faubourg  St  Germain  Paris 
“  Madame  la  Brune  her  daughter,  and 
“  Mrs.  Helen  Huette  prefent 
“  with  a  widow  Lady  who  loged  in  the 
fame  houfe,  to  whom  wee  wer  much 
“  obliged.  Madame  la  fever  I" 

It  is  plain  by  infpedtion,  independent  of  Mr.  Loch’s  oath,  that 
the  former  note  is  no  copy  from  the  latter.  The  date  of  the  birth 
is  in  the  firil  only  :  Madame  Favre  appears  only  in  the  laft ;  the 
whole  arrangement  of  particulars  is  different  in  the  two  notes ; 
the  lingular  orthography  of  the  word  Peeter  proves  no  more,  than 
that  both  notes  were  written  by  Scotchmen  :  in  the  reft  we  fee, 
that  Mr.  Loch  knew  how  to  fpell,  and  that  fir  John  did  not. 

As  to  the  word  Sanbourgt  it  no  where  appears  by  the  proof,  in 
what  manner  it  came  into  the  printed  copies  of  the  fervice.  Mr. 
Loch  depofes  on  his  fecond  examination,  “  that  he  does  not  know 
“  what  the  meaning  of  the  word  Sanbourg  is,  which  is  wrote  by 
him  on  the  back  of  the  teftament  above-mentioned  ;  but  that 
‘‘  he  underftands  the  meaning  of  the  word  Fauxbourg  •”  from 
whence  one  fhould  imagine,  that  Mr.  Loch  was  not  fo  ignorant  of 
the  French  language,  as  to  have  pronounced  the  word  Sanbourg 
his  examination.  Both  the  clerk  and  he  may  have  fpelt  it,  as  lir 
John  Stewart  has  done  in  all  his  notes,  without  an  .v,  and  written 
their  fan  in  fuch  a  manner  as  not  to  be  diftinguifliable  from  fan. 
The  word:  that  can  be  fuppofed  is,  that  Mr.  Loch  depofed  with 
his  note  in  his  hand,  and  fwore  in  1761  to  what  lady  Jane  had 
told  him  according  to  the  tenor  of  that  note,  which  he  has  fince 
depofed  in  1763  he  wrote  down  at  the  time  the  contents  were 
told  him  by  lady  Jane,  or  thofe  about  her. 

This  is  a  fummary  of  what  Mr.  Loch  has  depofed  on  this  fub- 
je(d:  at  two  different  examinations  ;  from  whence  we  may  judge  of 
the  accuracy  of  an  aflertion,  which  occurs  more  than  once  in  the 
publications  of  Meff,  Almon  and  Anderfon  ;  that  Le  Brun’s  houfe 

Y  y  was 
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was  never  pitched  on,  till  after  they  knew  Michel’s  hoafe  had  been 
found  out  in  1756  :  and  of  another  in  Anderfon’s  book,  p.  21  ; 
that  we  have  no  account  given  by  lady  Jane,  further  than  what 
paffed  in  her  converfation  with  lady  Stair. 

SECT.  XL 

Of  Lady  fane  s  converfatioiz  with  Loj^d  Prefongrange. 


IIJ  A  V  I  N  G  fettled  the  ftate  of  fadls  with  Mr.  Loch,  lady  Jane 
^  was  enabled  to  apply  to  counfel  in  the  cafe.  The  next  con¬ 
ference  was  with  lord  Preftongrange,  which,  Ifabel  Walker  fays, 
happened  at  Mrs.  Maitland’s.  As  both  his  lordfliip  and  lady  Jane 
are  dead,  we  can  have  no  other  than  this  honeft  witnefs,  who  was 
the  only  perfon  who  heard  the  converfation. 

D  P.370.  c.  She  depofesin  1765,  that  when  lady  Jane  lodged  at  Mrs.  Mait¬ 
land’s,  the  lord  Preflongrange  then  lord  advocate  came  there  to 
make  a  vifit  to  lady  Jane  ;  that,  when  his  lordfhip  came  in  the  de¬ 
ponent  was  dreffing  lady  Jane  in  one  room,  and  his  lordfhip  was 
put  into  the  next  room ;  that  lady  Jane  went  into  the  room,  where 
my  lord  was;  that  the  rooms  were  fo  fituate,  that  the  deponent 
heard  the  converfation,  and  heard  lady  Jane  fay  to  my  lord,  “  That 
fince  the  came  to  Scotland,  flie  underftood  that  her  honour  was 
“  called  in  queftion  with  refpedl  to  the  birth  of  her  children  ;  but 
that  God  knew  her  innocence,  and  that  the  children  were 
“  hers  i  that  flie  did  not  doubt  but  the  manmidwife,  who  deli- 
“  vered  her,  was  ftill  alive  >  and  that,  if  his  lordfhip  thought  it 
“  necefl'ary,  flie  would  bring  any  proof  that  fhould  be  thought 
“  proper ;  but  that  his  lordfhip  anfwered,  that  fhe  needed  give 
“  herfelf  no  uneafinefs  as  to  that  matter,  for  that,  as  her  ladyfhip 
“  and  Mr.  Stewart  acknowledged  the  children,  there  w^as  no  fur- 
“  ther  proof  neceffary;  and  that  if  any  perfon  challenged  their 
“  birth,  they  behoved  to  prove  that  they  were  not  lady  Jane’s 
“  children.” 

Ifabel  Walker  has  confirmed  this  account  in  her  fubfequent  de- 
Min,  .0.  L.  '  767- 

But  flill  there  are  perfons,  who  profefs  their  difbelief  of  this 
account.  — A  fpeaker  in  Almon’s  book  p.  277,  [a)  is  made  to  fay,, 
.  “  She  is  no  lefs  incredible  (i.  e.  very  incredible)  as  to  what  relates, 

“  to  a  converfation,  which  fhe  fays  fhe  overheard  betwixt  lady 
“  Jane  Douglas  and  the  late  lord  Preflongrange  upon  the  fubjedt 
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“  of  the  birth  of  the  children — Perhaps  my  lord.mightfay  to  lady 
Jane,  that  Ihe  was  not  bound  to  prove  the  birth  \  but  furely  his 
“  lordlhip  would  never  advife  her  agaiiift  providing  herfelf  with 
proofs  to  be  ufed  afterwards,  if  there  ihouid  be  occalion  for 
them.”  And  the  fame  per* on  is  made  to  fay  in  Mr.  Anderfon’s 
book  p.  361,  “  that  it  is  not  probable,  that  ever  the  lord  advocate 
“  gave  fuch  an  advice;  he  was  a  man  of  more  underflanding.” 

This  perfon  gives  a  reafon  for  rejedling  the  teftimony  of  this  wit- 
nefs ;  and  fofar  all  is  fair;  but  he  is  faid  to  have  flrangely  ihifted 
the  terms  of  the  depolition  in  order  to  make  it  incredible.  Ifabel 
Walker  does  not  fay  one  fyllable  about  advice  againfb  providing 
proofs  to  be  ufed  aiterwards,  if  there  dionld  be  occalion  ;  but  fays, 
my  lord  advifed  lady  Jane  againft  making  herfelf  uneafy  at  thefe 
reports ;  and  that  it  was  time  enough  to  bring  further  proof  (i.  e. 
to  publilh  it)  when  the  birth  was  challenged  ;  and  that  the  ac¬ 
knowledgment  of  the  parents  was  all  the  proof  neceffary. 

This  is  very  credible.  It  was  law  in  1752 — It  was  law  in  1758  ; 
for  lord  Shualton  gave  precifely  the  fame  advice  to  the  dutchefs  of 
Douglas,  as  lord  Prellongrange  is  faid  to  have  given  to  lady  Jane  ; 
and  for  this  we  appeal  to  an  unexceptionable  witriefs,  the  reverend 
Mr.  William  Hamilton;  his  words  are  thefe  —  “  Lord  Shualton 
faid  to  her  grace.  Why  in  all  w^orld  do  you  teize  and  vex 
“  yourfelf  and  the  duke  by  preffing  him  to  take  proper  fteps  or 
“  meafures  to  prove  the  legitimacy  of  the  defender  Mr.  Douglas  ? 

for  if  the  duke  diould  grant  your  delire,  it  would  do  the  boy 
‘‘  much  more  hurt  than  good;  for  it  would  m.ake  many  fufpecS 
his  legitimacy,  who  had  no  fufpicion  of  it  before;”  and  he 
added,  “  The  boy  is  lady  Jane’s  fon,  he  is  the  duke  of  Douglas’s 
“  nephew,  the  law  makes  him  fo,  for  he  is  habite  and  repute  fo.” 

This  account  entirely  overthrows  the  learned  perfon’s  argu¬ 
ment  from  incredibility  ;  it  jollifies  lady  Jane  on  the  fide  of  com¬ 
mon  fenfe;  and  Ihows  that  Mr.  Douglas  was  habite  and  repute 
the  fon  of  lady  Jane,  in  the  opinion  of  two  lords  of  feliion,  not- 
withllanding  thofe  reports,  which  have  been  fo  loudly  alledged 
againll  him. 

A  later  fpeaker  {a)  in  Almon’s  book  page  354  has  been  made  to 
give  another  reafon  for  his  incredibility  ;  he  there  fays,  “  As  to  the 
“  opinion  faid  to  be  given  to  lady  Jane  by  lord  Prellongrange, 
“  that  Ihe  was  not  obliged  to  bring  any  proof  of  the  birth,  I  do 
“  not  believe  the  teftimony  of  Ifabel  Walker  upon  this  point ; 
“  and  this,  becaufe  fir  John  and  lady  Jane’s  joint  letters  to  Mad. 

'  (a)  Lord  Juft’cc  Clerk. 

y  y  2 
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Tewis  fhovv  to  me,  that  they  wanted  to  have  had  a  proof  of 
the  whole,  if  they  had  dared  to  go  to  Paris  to  feek  it.” — The 
fame  argument  is  repeated  by  Mr.  Anderfon  page  487.  We  are 
here  to  fuppofe,  that  the  application  to  Mad.  Tewis  was  fubfe- 
quent  to  the  converfation  with  lord  Preftongrange,  contrary  to 
the  evidence.  Mr.  Anderfon  has  taken  the  liberty  to  encreafe 
the  confulion  of  dates  in  this  embarraffed  paffage.  He  fays,  page 
487,  “  If  this  advice  had  been  given,  lady  Jane  and  fir  John 
could  have  no  motive  to  rely  upon  it ;  and  accordingly  we  find 
them  in  their  letter  to  Mad.  Tewis,  13th  of  February  1750, 
“  greatly  irritated.” 

The  writer  of  thefe  papers  joins  ilfue  with  this  learned  perfon 
in  one  point,  and  acknowledges  that  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  were 
greatly  irritated  in  February  1750  ^  but  he  further  believes,  that 
lady  Jane  implicitly  followed  the  advice  given  her  by  lord  Prefton- 
grange  in  1752,  and  that  his  lordfiiip’s  advice  is  fairly  reprefented 
by  Ifabel  Walker.  This  appears  from  the  conduct  of  lady  Jane. 
In  1750  fhe  was  uneafy  at  the  reports,  and  wanted  privately  to 
get  the  atteftation  of  Mad.  Tewis  and  others.  After  the  receipt 
of  Mrs.  Carfe’s  letter  in  May  1752  fhe  grew  angry,  talked  of 
profecuting  Archibald  Stuart,  taking  opinions  of  lawyers,  and 
naturalizing  her  children,  and  in  fine  flie  hurried  down  to  Scot¬ 
land  to  examine  the  true  ftate  of  the  charge.  At  this  yery  time 
Ifabel  Walker  fays,  fhe  did  take  the  opinion  of  a  very  able  and 
eminent  counfel. — Subfequent  to  this  advice,  with  the  purfuers 
good  leave  I  would  fay  confequent  upon  it,  lady  Jane  totally 
changed  her  language  and  her  condud:. — She  grew  bold,  dared 
her  enemies  to  come  to  the  proof,  never  took  any  one  flep  to¬ 
wards  proving  the  birth,  or  made  any  reply  to  thefe  flanders. 
She  faid  (he  defpifed  them,  and  held  in  all  places  and  at  all  times 
the  very  language,  which  lord  Preftongrange  is  faid  to  have 
put  into  her  mouth,  and  which  lord  Shualton  has  alfo  faid 
is  law. 

To  crown  this  remark  we  fbould  obferve,  that  our  knowledge 
of  lady  Jane’s  refpedl  for  lord  Prefiongrange  does  not  depend 
D.P.  862.  E.  fingly  on  the  teflimony  of  Ifabel  Walker ;  lady  Jane  in  a  letter  to 
fir  John  Stewart  dated  the  1 8th  of  November  1752  fays,  **  The 
“  lord-advocate  is  one  of  my  befl  friends  j  I  am  under  great  obli- 
“  gations  to  him,  which  I’m  fond  of,  as  I  look  upon  him  as  a 
“  very  valuable  man,  as  well  as  a  perfon  of  weight,  and  greatly 
“  efceemed.” — If  this  does  not  allude  to  his  lordfhip’s  advice  as 
deferibed  by  Ifabel  Walker,  it  becomes  the  purfuers  to  fay,  what 
the  obligation  wa.s. 

S  E  C  T. 
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Of  lady  fanes  converfation  with  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart. 

After  thefe  converfatlons  with  Mr.  Loch  and  lord  Pred:on- 
grange,  lady  Jane’s  mind  was  plainly  more  at  eafe ;  on  the 
39th  of  October  fhe  ventured  to  write  to  her  brother ;  the  refult  D.P.  857.  c. 
was  no  more  than  had  followed  from  her  former  letters.  The 
duke  made  no  anfwer. — Much  about  the  fame  time  fhe  removed 
from  Mrs.  Maitland’s  to  Hope-park,  where  we  find  her  on  the 

24th  of  Odober,  when  fhe  writes  to  fir  John  Stewart.  She  fays - 856.  f* 

in  this  letter,  that  flie  is  ftrongly  imprelTed,  that  they  fhould 

foon  get  fome  deliverance  out  of  their  prefent  calamitous  ftate. - 857.D. 

Whence  thefe  imprefiions  arofe,  no  where  appears  in  print,  un- 
lefs  they  came  from  the  converfations  above  reported.  The  con¬ 
duct  of  lady  Jane  towards  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart  fufficiently  fliews, 
that  her  ladyfhip-  was  fincere. 

For  on  the  27th  of  Odlober  lady  Jane  had  a  fatal  conference  Serv.  41.P, 
with  that  gentleman.  His  bufinefs  was  to  engage  her  to  deliver 
up  the  few  writings  flie  flill  had  in  her  hands  as  a  fecurity  for  her 
fortune.  At  this  meeting  every  thing  pafifed  fmoothly  and  eafily. 

Not  a  word  was  faid  of  fufpicions  or  reports.  The  children  were 

lady  Jane’s.  Mr.  Stuart  promifed,  without  being  afked,  to  ufe  - - 41.  e;- 

his  warmeft  endeavours  to  perfuade  her  brother  to  refiore  to  her 
the  30,000  marks  which  he  had  formerly  made  her  a  prefent' of, 
an  acknowledgment  of  which  fhe  gave  up  among  other  papers. 

He  afiured  her  he  would  do  all  in  his  power  to  incline  her  bro¬ 
ther  to  reflore  back  the  300  1.  a  year.  On  thefe  affurances  lady 
Jane  was  induced  to  give  up  papers  of  the  greateft  confequence, 
without  being  compelled  by  any  other  motive  than  her  inclination 
to  do  every  thing,  which  might  contribute  to  her  brother’s  fa- 

tisfadion.  Mr.  Stuart  accepted  the  papers,  laughed  in  her  face,  - 41.  c. 

and  never  came  or  fent  to  her  afterwards. 

This  was  a  firange  overfight  in  lady  Jane,  and  fuch  as  fhe  had 
great  reafon  moft  heartily  to  repent  of.  She  was  fo  much  afiiamed 
of  her  inattention,  that  fhe  never  acquainted  fir  John  Stewart 
with  what  fhe  had  done ;  «at  leaf!  it  appears  he  was  ignorant 
of  it  fo  late  as  the  ifl  of  November  1753,  not  three  weeks  D.P.876.A, 
before  her  death. 


S'  E  C  T,. 
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D.  p.  1002.  SECT.  XIII. 

Of  the  refpeB  paid  to  Lady  fane  in  Scotland. 

the  1 6th  of  November  this  year  lady  Jane  attended  with 
her  children  at  a  public  affembly  at  Edinburgh  on  account 
of  his  majefty’s  birth-day.  Her  fentiments  and  lituation  are  fo 
clearly  explained  in  a  letter  the  wrote  to  hr  John  Stewart  foon 
after,  that  it  would  be  injuftice  to  the  reader  to  fupprefs  what  the 
D.P.  862.B.  has  faid.  “  I  went,  fays  fhe,  to  the  affembly  this  laft  Thurfday, 
the  king’s  birth-day  being  folemnized  here  on  that  day,  be- 
caufe  the  week  before  was  fet  apart  on  account  of  the  holy  fa- 
“  crament;  I  deal  not  much  in  public  diverhons  5  it  would  ill 
“  become  me  as  you’re  in  confinement.  But  our  dear  little  ones 
“  and  I,  as  well  as  you,  are  under  fuch  great  obligations  to  his 
majefly,  that  I  thought  it  my  indifpenfible  duty  to  be  prefent 
‘‘  on  the  day  that  was  appointed  for  folemnizing  his  birth- day, 
“  that  I  might  by  that  demon firation  exprefs  publicly  to  the 
world  the  fenfe  I  have  of  his  majefty’s  great  goodnefs  to  me 
and  mine  ;  and  for  that  reafon  I  took  the  children  along  with 
me  }  and  I  cannot  really  exprefs  the  warm  and  kind  reception 
we  met  with  from  the  whole  affembly,  which  was  extreamly 
‘‘  crowded.  Archy  and  Sholto  behaved  to  a  wonder,  and  were 
carelTed  beyond  meafure ;  I  thought  the  people  would  have  eat 
“  them  up  :  and  very  many  that  I  did  not  know  complimented 
“  me  upon  their  account,  and  upon  my  being  returned  to  my 
“  own  country  ;  fo  that  I  wanted  nothing  to  make  me  perfectly 
“  happy  on  this  occafion,  but  your  being  there  to  ftiare  in  my 
fatisfadlion,  and  fo  to  make  it  compleat.” 

The  reader  is  defired  to  ftop  here  one  moment,  and  refled:  on 
the  advice  of  lord  Preftongrange,  the  behaviour  of  Mr.  Archibald 
Stuart,  which  was  not  yet  thoroughly  unmalked,  and  the  publick 
acknowledgment  of  the  children  in  the  moft  refpedtable  fociety 
of  ladies  in  the  kingdom  of  Scotland ;  and  then  fay.  Whether  it 
was  poflible,  that  lady  Jane  could  at  this  moment  confider  the 
flanders  of  anonymous  perfons  as  of  any  real  confequence  to  her 
or  her  children. 

% 
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SECT.  XIV. 

Of  Lady  fanes,  converfation  with  Lady  Stair. 

X^E  are  now  to  go  to  the  purfuers  quarters,  and  report  fuch 
^  ^  idle  converfations,  as  they  have  been  pleafed  to  pick  up 
inftead  of  proof.  Thefe  were  held,  as  it  is  faid,  with  the  late 
lady  Stair,  and  with  Mrs.  Menzies.  Mifs  Primrofe,  the  witnefs  P.P.  68.  c, 
to  the  firft  of  thefe  converfations,  dates  it  fome  time  after  lady 
Jane  came  to  Scotland  ;  which  places  it  clearly  after  the  fad:s 

already  mentioned. — And  Mrs.  Menzies  fays,  her  converfation  - 80. l. 

happened  before  lady  Jane  went  to  Douglas-caftle  ;  which  makes 
it  as  clearly  the  very  lall. 

The  converfation  with  lady  Stair  is  mentioned  by  three  wit- 
nefles  :  they  muft  all  be  heard. 

Mifs  Primrofe,  lady  Stair’s  daughter,  is  the  firfl.  The  reader 

knows  already  (page  19 1)  that  this  witnefs  has  fworn,  that  lady - 69,  a 

Jane  told  her  mother  a  flrange  flory  of  a  ftranger  lady  j  and  how 
Ihe  and  Mrs.  Hewit  went  away  to  Paris  in  one  day  in  a  poft- 
chaife  without  fir  John,  having  fent  away  her  own  coach  ;  not 
one  fyllable  of  which  will  ever  gain  credit  with  any  one  mortal 
upon  earth. 

She  proceeds  as  follows  :  At  this  lady  Stair  faid,  that  doubtlefs 
“  Paris  never  was  without  Britifh  people  of  credit,  which  ought 
“  to  have  been  at  her  labour,  as,  confidering  her  age  and  the 
“  enemies  fhe  had  with  her  brother,  her  labour  fliould  have  been. 

in  a  royal  manner.”  To  which  lady  Jane  anfwered,  ‘‘  that  was 
“  not  in  her  power,  as  flie  was  but  half  an  hour,  or  an  hour  and  a 
“  half,  in  Paris  before  fhe  was  delivered.”  But  the  deponent  does 
not  remember  whether  lady  Stair  faid  to  her  an  hour  and  a  half,, 
or  half  an  hour  but  is  fure  it  was  one  of  them. 

The  next  witnefs,  her  grace  the  dutchefs  of  Douglas,  is  ad¬ 
duced  by  the  purfuers  as  a  haver.  It  feems  that  in  1759,  lady/ 

Stair  having  been  informed,  that  a  certain  fiery  had  been  told  in 
her  name  at  Douglas-caflle  to  the  difadvantage  of  lady  Jane,  (which, 
will  be  mentioned  in  its  place)  her  ladyfliip  came  to  the  duke’s 
houfe  at  the  Abbey  purpofely  to  difavow  it.  Amongfl  the  rcfl  fhe  — 
faid,  that  the  only  converfation  fhe  had  with  lady  Jane  Douglas 
with  regard  to  her  children,  was  to  the  following  efedt :  That  one 
' «  day  lady  J^ne  came  to  her  with  the  two  boys,  and  faid  in  a  jocu¬ 
lar/ 
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“  lar  manner.  Do  you  know  that  my  brother  calls  my  fons  his 
Pretenders  f  Upon  which  lady  Stair  anfwered,  I  wifli,  lady 
“  Jane,  you  had  come  home,  and  born  them  in  as  publick  a 
“  manner  as  the  queen  of  England  does  hers.  To  which  lady 
“  Jane  replied,  Ihe  was  Tick  to  death  at  Tea,  and  her  having  done 
fo  would  have  both  endangered  her  own  health,  and  what  £he 
“  carried  about  with  her  j  befides  other  inconveniencies  under 
which  fhe  then  laboured.” 

Mrs.  Hepburn,  the  widow  of  William  Hepburn,  Efq;  was 
B.P.  427.C.  prefent  at  lady  Stair’s  vilit,  and  gives  pretty  much  the  fame  ac¬ 
count  of  the  converfation.' — “  That  lady  Stair  faid,  the  only  con- 
verfation  fhe  had  ever  had  with  lady  Jane  about  the  children 
“  was,  that  one  day  lady  Jane,  having  gone  to  vifit  lady  Stair, 
“  told  her,  that  her  brother  the  duke  called  her  children  the  Pre~ 
“  tenders.  Upon  which  lady  Stair  blamed  lady  Jane  for  not  com- 
“  ing  home  to  bear  her  children  in  Britain.  To  which  lady 
“  Jane  anfwered,  that  fhe  was  lick  to  death  at  fea,  and  would 
“  have  been  in  danger  of  loling  what  llie  carried  about  with  her, 
“  befides  other  inconveniencies.” 

Thefe  witnelTes,  as  well  as  the  noble  lady  whom  they  quote, 
are  all  perfons  of  honour,  and  no  doubt  relate  what  they  heard 
with  all  the  exaflnefs  in  their  power  :  yet,  I  think,  every  reader 
will  be  of  opinion,  that  Mil's  Primrofe  has  reported  the  converfa¬ 
tion  with  great  marks  of  inattention  and  inaccuracy  ;  and  that 
lady  Stair  herfelf  gave  but  a  very  imperfedt  account  of  what  had 
pall'ed  to  the  ladies  at  the  Abbey.  As  far  as  it  goes,  the  laft  ac¬ 
count  is  certainly  of  the  greatell  authority.  It  comes  before  the 
court  fupported  by  two  witnelTes,  who  had  great  reafon  to  attend 
to  what  lady  Stair  faid,  and  heard  it  at  a  time,  when  her  ladylhip 
was  explaining  herfelf  very  ferioully  on  the  fubjedl  of  lady  Jane  ; 
fo  that  no  hearfay  evidence  can  have  a  fairer  claim  to  he  heard. 
Mifs  Primrofe  has  attempted  to  remember  a  variety  of  circum- 
llances,  which  Ihe  has  related  in  fuch  a  loofe  manner,  as  to  ren¬ 
der  them  wonderful  and  ridiculous. 

The  purfuers  argument  againlT  lady  Jane  is  founded  on  the 
literal  interpretation  of  the  word  half  an  hourj  or  an  hour  and  a 
half.  If  thefe  words  are  underfbood  literally,  it  would  follow,  that 
lady  Jane  told  a  lie,  which  is  v/hat  the  purfuers  widi  to  prove: 
but  then  furely  the  expreffion  ought  to  be  precifely  and  determi- 
nately  related,  and  the  witnefs  ought  didindly  to  fwear  to  the 
very  words  u fed  by  lady  Stair;  and  be  able  alfo  to  allure  the 
court,  that  lady  Stair  related  thefe  v/ords  to  her  as  the  very  words 
uli^d  by  lady  Jane.  Inllead  of  all  this,  the  witnefs  fliufluates 

between 
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between  two  expreflions,  and  cannot  tell  whether  lady  Stair  ufed 
an  hour  and  an  half,  or  half  an  hour. 

This  aflertion,  taken  as  it  is  ufed  in  a  general  fenfe,  is  both 
very  true,  and  contributes  very  much  to  explain  the  fituation  lady 
Jane  was  in  on  the  loth  of  July  1748.  It  has  been  proved,  that 
lady  Jane  was  brought  to-bed  before  Ihe  expededit.  The  whole 
hiftory  of  the  pregnancy,  the  women  atRheims,  and  Mrs.  Hewit’s 
letter  to  the  maids,  plainly  (hew  thus  much.  According  to  Mifs 
Primrofe  lady  Stair  objected  to  lady  Jane,  that  (he  fhould  have 
been  brought  to-bed  before  fome  of  the  Britifh  people  of  credit 
then  at  Paris.  Lady  Jane  anfwered,  that  was  impoifible,  for  (he 
had  not  time  to  fummon  thefe  people  before  fhe  w'as  delivered ;  a 
fadl  which  was  ftridfly  true.  And  if  in  making  this  reply,  inftead 
of  an  hour  and  an  half,  or  half  an  hour,  die  had  faid,  flie  had  not 
had  one  moment  to  turn  herfelf  in  after  her  arrival  before  her  de¬ 
livery  came  on,  I  believe  fhe  would  have  deceived  nobody  byfuch 
a  mode  of  expreflion,  but  thofe  who  defired  to  be  deceived. 

Lady  Jane  fupported  herfelf  with  amazing  vigour.  All  her  let-  D.P.  856.  t» 
ters  dated  from  Hope  Park  between  the  24th  of  October  1752  and  ^^7* 
loth  of  April  1753  are  written  in  high  fpirits,  and  exprcfs  the 
flrongefl:  hopes,  that  there  would  foon  be  an  end  of  all  her  diffi¬ 
culties.  This  known  temper  of  lady  Jane,  at  the  time  the  convert 
fation  with  lady  Stair  happened,  ffrongly  countenances  the  little 
circumftance  of  levity  mentioned  by  the  dutchefs  of  Douglas,  that 
fhe  fpoke  to  lady  Stair  in  a  jocular  manner. 

Great  ufe  is  made  of  this  converfation  by  a  learned  fpeaker 
in  Almon,  p.95.  and  Anderfon,  p.  j  r.  He  is  there  pleafed  to  fay, 

“  We  can  have  no  other  proof  of  this  account,  but  what  is  con- 
«  tained  in  the  oath  of  mifs  Primrofe though  two  other  witneffes 
to  the  account  appear  in  procefs.  He  goes  on  to  obferve,  “  that 
“  lady  Stair  with  great  propriety  noticed  to  lady  Jane^  the  air  of 
“  concealment  and  myflery  attending  the  delivery,”  which  are  all 
his  own  words :  Lady  Stair  only  remarked  the  faft  as  a  thing  difad- 
vantageous  to  lady  Jane’s  interefi,  but  never  miftrufied  her  honour 
till  fome  time  after  this  conference,  when  her  ladyfliip  became  the  P.  P.  352.  n. 
dupe  of  count  Douglas’s  letter.  He  then  changes  the  important 
phrafe,  as  if  he  underflood  it  generally,  and  yet  defires  we  would 
take  it  literally,  and  cries  out,  “  What  can  be  a  more  falfe  account 
“  of  the  matter  than  this?”  He  then  concludes  with  fuppofing, 
lady  Stair  had  made  a  very  learned  allufion  to  the  plains  of  Paler¬ 
mo  3  though  all  that  lady  Stair  aluded  to,  is  explained  on  oath  by 
the  dutchefs  of  Douglas;  and  it  appears  flie  w^ent  no  farther  for 

(a)  Lord  Prefident. 
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her  allufion  than  the  queen’s  drawing-room  ;  and  indeed  this  allu- 
iion  was  not  her  ladyfhip’s  own,  being  nothing  more  than  a  conti¬ 
nuation  of  the  Jiale  joke  which  had  been  long  hackneyed  at  Dou- 
glas-caflle  about  pretenders,  '  The  reader  is  left  to  make  his  own; 
reflections  on  the  conduCl  of  this  learned  fpeaker,  as  it  is  reprefent-^ 
ed  by  two  publilhers^  neither  of  whom  he  has  yet  been  pleafed  ta 
contradict. 

SECT.  XV. 

Of  Lady  ^anes  cohverfation  with  Mrs.  Menztes, 

^  j  ^HE  converfation  with  lady  Stair  happened  fome  time  in  winter 
1752 — 53;  the  next  converfation  which  appears  in  prooF 
bears  date  before  the  vilit  to  Douglas-caftle  in  April  1753. 

Mrs.  Menzies,  reliCt  of  a  merchant  in  Edinburgh,  depofes> 
“  That  ihe  had  been  long  well  acquainted  with  lady  Jane;  and 
that  being  in  converfation  with  lady  Jane  refpeCting  her  children*. 
“  and  at  the  deponent’s  own  houfe,  where  lady  Jane  had  come  on 
a  vifit,,  the  deponent,  out  of  regard  to  lady  Jane,  and  in  order  to  a 
“  reconciliation  betwixt  her  brother  and  her,  advifed  lady  Jane  ta 
fend  to  France,  and  procure  the  depofitions  of  the  phyfician  whoi 
brought  her  to-bed,  and  of  the  lady  or  gentlewoman  in  whofe 
houfe  (he  was  delivered,  and  of  the  maid-fervant  of  the  houfe, 
whofe  evidence  nobody  could  call  in  queftion,  and  might  be  a 
**  means  to  convince  the  duke  of  Douglas  that  the  children  were 
her  ladyfhip’s*  as  the  duke  did  not  pay  a  due  regard  to  Mrs. 
**  Hewit’s  evidence;  that  lady  Jane  faid,  that  following  thatcourfe 
“  was  doubting  her  honour,  which  the  deponent  advifed  her  to  get 
“  over  for  the  good  of  her  children ;  and  that  if  (he  had  any  diffi- 
“  culty  (he  might  get  lord  Morton  to  write  over  to  France  for 
•  thefe  depofitions,  which  might  be  left  in  my  lord’s  poflTeffion, 
“  and  would  put  malice  itfelf  to  a  defiance  to  hurt  her  children, 
“  when  her  ladyfhip’s  head  and  the  duke’s  were  underground  : 
“  that  when  the  deponent  was  urging  lady  Jane  to  follow  this 
“  courfe,  my  lady  putting  her  hand  in  her  pocket  faid,  (he  had  a 
“  fufheient  evidence  there ;  and  upon  the  deponent’s  asking  what 
**  it  was,  lady  Jane  faid  it  was  a  letter  from  the  phyfician  who  had 
“  laid  her,  and  that  (he  had  feveral  from  him  :  depones,  that  in  th.e 
“  courfe  of  the  converfation,  lady  Jane  faid,  that  (he  knew  her  bro- 
ther  called  her  children  nunnery  children.’,’ 

Mrs.  Menzies  tells  a  round  (lory,  with  which  the  purfuers  are 
much  pleafed;  yet  it  is  very  doubtful,  whether  it  makes  more  for 
one  party  in  this  procefs  than  the  other. 
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If  Mrs.  Menzies*  account  is  true,  then  lady  Jane  had  told  her, 
fhe  was  not  delivered  by  a  woman  but  by  a  manmidwife,  or  in 
Mrs.  Menzies’  language  by  a  phyfician;  that  Ibe  lodged  at  that 
time  not  in  the  houfe  of  a  man,  but  of  a  lady  or  gentlewoman, 
which  is  true  of  no  houfe  in  which  flie  lodged  at  Paris,  except  Le 
Brun’s  3  and  that  flie  had  no  fervants  of  her  own  with  her,  nor  hired 
any  at  her  own  feparate  expence,  but  was  ferved  by  the  maid  of  the 
houfe.  If  this  is  true,  it  is  a  full  proof  that  lady  Jane  told  her 
flory  as  it  has  fince  appeared  in  proof,  and  confirms  Mr.  Loch’s 
tefiimony  in  every  particular.  It  appears  too,  that  lady  Jane  faid, 
fhe  had  a  letter  from  the  phyfician  in  her  pocket  j  and  the  purfuers 
can  never  give  any  diredt  proof  that  flie  had  none  :  indeed  no  fuch 
letter  was  ever  found,  from  whence  there  may  arife  a  fufpicion, 
that  her  ladyfhip  pointed  to  one  of  the  four  letters  fince  produced 
under  the  name  of  La  Marre.  If  fhe  did  not  know  that  they  were 
falfe,  no  refledtion  can  be  made  again  ft  her  for  calling  a  co^y  of  a 
letter  a  letter  in  common  converfation . 

On  the  other  hand  there  is  a  fufpicion,  that  the  witnefs’s  me¬ 
mory  has  failed,  and  that  this  account  has  been  made  up  fince 
the  caufe  was  in  procefs. 

I.  Mrs.  Menzies  appears  to  know  a  great  deal,  which  nobody 
knew  at  this  time  but  herfelf.  Mr.  Loch  does  not  fay  a  word 
about  the  maid-fervant  of  the  houfe.  The  duke  was  thought  by 
every  one  elfe  to  hold  the  delivery  impoffible,  and  not  to  objedl  to 
Mrs.Hewit  in  particular  5  and  the  word  at  Douglas-Caftle  as  repeat¬ 
ed  by  the  other  witnefles  was  not  nunnery  children,  but  pretenders* 
Mrs.  Menzies  is  told  of  a  letter  from  La  Marre,  of  which  none  of 
lady  Jane’s  noble  friends,  not  even  Mrs.  Carfe  or  Mr.  Loch,  her 
particular  confidants,  or  Mr.  William  Hamilton,  who  adled  a  mid¬ 
dle  part  between  the  duke  and  his  fifter,  ever  heard  of.  It  is  much 
againft  the  credit  of  any  fadt,  when,  after  it  has  been  inveftigated 
many  years,  and  hunted  without  fuccefs  by  every  pofiible  in¬ 
quiry  among  all  the  perfons,  who  by  their  fituation  in  life  were 
moft  likely  to  know  the  truth,  it  comes  out  at  once  in  all  its  par¬ 
ticulars  from  a  witnefs  who  was  not  expedled  to  know  one  fyllable 
of  the  matter. 

2d.  Who  is  Mrs.  Menzies,  that  flie  fhould  be  fo  much  in  the 
confidence  of  lady  Jane It  does  not  appear  by  any  evidence  but 
her  own,  that  fhe  was  even  acquainted  with  lady  Jane.  In  all  the 
numerous  letters  which  appear  in  procefs,  in  all  the  idle  conver- 
fations  which  have  been  brought  into  proof,  her  name  is  not  once 
mentioned.  Is  fhe  any  way  connedted  with  the  family  of  Doug- 
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las,  for  which  Ihe  profeffes  fuch  a  regard  ?  Or  was  fhe  able  by 
any  fecond-hand  means  to ‘do  lady  Jane  any  fervice  with  her  bro¬ 
ther  ?  Mr.  Loch  tells  us  in  what  a  modeft  manner  he  ventured  to 
make  his  enquiries  j  but  Mrs.  Menzies  haftens  into  the  midfl  of 
things,  and  begins  with  b'eing  in  converfation  with  Lady  "Jane  re- 
fpeBing  her  children^  as  if  thele  converfations  happened  every  day. 
Was  Mrs.  Menzies  ever  heard  to  mention  this  letter  of  the  phyfi- 
cian,  when  the  birth  was  difputed  in  converfation,  in  order  to  h- 
lence  the  fcandal  by  an  evidence,  which  no  body  as  fhe  fays  could 
call  in  queftion  ?  Not  a  word  of  this  appears  in  proof :  fhe  referved, 
it  feems,  this  important  information  till  the  4th  of  June  1765. 

3d.  There  are  feveral  marks  in  the  flyleof  the  depofition,  which 
feem  to  intimate,  that  this  ftory  is  of  a  later  date  than  April  1753. 
Lady  Jane  never  ufed  to  talk  the  language  Mrs.  Menzies  has  put 
into  her  mouth.  She  was  a  woman  of  fafhibn,  and  had  travelled. 
The  words  nunnery  children  are  not  fenfe,  and  could  not  be  ufed 
by  lady  Jane,  who  knew  what  a  nunnery  was.  In  the  next  month 
after  the  date  given  to  this  converfation,  we  hear  indeed  of  hofpital 
D.P.413.  E.  children  for  the  firfl  time;  and  the  rife  of  that  ftory  is  dated  by  Mr. 

Loch  foon  after  Sholto’s  death ;  and  Mr^  Loch  was  the  firfl  per- 
fon  who  told  it  lady  Jane.  It  was  foon  circulated  in  Scotland,  and 
an  ignorant  perfon  might  eafily  convert  it  into  nunnery  children  by 
miftake.  There  is  hill  another  fufpicious  word  or  two.  Mrs. 
Menzies  advifes  lady  Jane  to  get  depojitions  3  and  repeats  this  word 
a  fecond  time.  For  thefe  laft  five  years  all  the  ears  of  the  Scotch 
have  been  flunned  with  the  word  depofitions  3  but  it  is  next  to  in¬ 
credible,  that  any  one  fhould  advife  a  friend  to  get  depofitions  be¬ 
fore  the  procefs  began,  and  before  depofitions  could  be  obtained. 
Several  inquiries  were  made  in  1750  and  1756  5  but  no  one  ex¬ 
cept  Mrs.  Menzies  ever  afked  for  depofitions  till  1763,  or  talked, 
of  Mrs.  Hewif  s  evidence^  till  the  fervice  was  publifhed. 

For  thefe  reafons  the  writer  of  thefe  papers  freely  owns,  that 
he  cannot  pay  that  regard  in  his  own  mind  to  Mrs.  Menzies  de¬ 
pofition,  which  he  wilhes  to  pay.  He  has  already  hated  the  con- 
fequence  which  would  follow,  if  w'hat  fhe  has  faid  is  true. 


SECT. 


Se6l.  i6.  Of  Lady  fanes  Vifit  to  Douglas-cafle. 


3  57 


SECT.  XVI. 

Of  Lady  faties  vifit  to  Douglas- Cajile  in  April  1753- 

TO  return  to  the  hiftory  ;  it  appears  that  lady  Jane  was  alarmed 
about  this  time  with  a  report,  that  her  penfion  would  be 
Hopt,  which  made  it  expedient  for  her  to  go  to  London.  She 
refolved  however  to  make  one  effort  before  (he  went,  and  go  with 
her  children  to  Douglas-Caftle. 

She  took  Ifabel  Walker  with  her,  who  gives  the  following  ac- 
count—*'  That  in  the  month  of  April,  lady  Jane  with  her  two 
“  fons  and  the  deponent  went  to  Douglas-Caftle ;  that  lady  Jane 
“  defired  a  fervant,  whom  the  deponent  took  to  be  the  duke’s 
“  gentleman,  to  acquaint  his  grace,  that  fhe  with  her  two  fons 
“  were  come  to  wait  on  him  ;  and  that  lady  Jane  was  refufed  ad- 
“  mittance  to  the  houfe,  but  was  diredted  to  go  to  a  terras-walk 
“  to  wait  the  return  of  the  meffage,  which  was  brought  her 
there,  and  was,  that  the  duke  would  by  no  means  fee  her.” 

It  was  generally  believed,  that  the  duke  was  never  fo  much  as 
told  that  his  filler  was  there  ;  but  the  true  ffate  of  that  matter  ap¬ 
pears  in  the  account  of  William  Greenfhiels  the  butler,  who  car¬ 
ried  her  meffage.  He  fays,  ‘‘  That  when  lady  Jane  came  to 
Douglas-Caftle  with  her  two  fons,  ftie  looked  in  at  a  little  gate 
“  as  1  was  palling  through  the  court  j  Ihe  called,  and  I  went  to 
“  her  ladylhip,  who  told  me  Ihe  was  come  to  wait  on  the  duke 
“  with  her  children  ;  that  I  propofed  to  open  the  gate,  and  carry 
in  her  ladylhip ;  but  Ihe  faid  llae  would  not  go  in,  till  I  had 
“  acquainted  his  grace  :  that  I  accordingly  went  to  the  duke, 
and  told  him  my  meffage,  at  which  he  feemed  a  little  furprifed, 
‘‘  and  Hood  fome  time  thoughtful ;  and  then  without  the  leaft 
refledtion  againft  her  faid,  he  had  no  room  to  put  them  in,  and 
“  alked  me  where  he  could  lodge  them  \  I  anfwered,  there  was 
“  room  enough  j  but  he  defired  me  to  call  Stockbriggs  to  fpeak 
“  with  him ;  when  Stockie  came,  the  duke  and  he  converfed  a  little' 
“  together  by  themfelves  ,*  that  Stockie  left  the  duke,  came  to  me, 
“  and  ordered  me  to  tell  lady  Jane  llie  could  get  no  accefs  there; 

and  after  lady  Jane  and  the  children  went  away,  the  duke  adeed 
“  me  if  I  had  feen  the  children  ;  I  told  his  grace  that  1  had  them' 
“  both  in  my  arms ;  that  the  eldeft  was  black,  and  the  youngeft 
«  Sholto  was  as.  like  lady  Jane,  as  ever  a  child  was  like  a  mother 

The 
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The  duke  himfelf  has  confirmed  this  account  by  telling  feveral 
perfons,  that  it  was  Stockbriggs  who  prevented  him  from  feeing 
his  filler. 

_ 329. H.  After  this  cruel  refufal  lady  Jane  retired  to  Mr.  Hamilton’s,  and 

v  r  ^  affedlionate  letter  to  her  brother.  She  lodged  that 

•3*9*E-  night  in  the  town  of  Douglas,  where  fome.  converfation  palTed 
about  her  appearing  in  her  brother’s  feat  at  Douglas  church  the 
next  day;  but  on  reflexion  this  was  not  done,  and  £he  left  Douglas 
on  Sunday  morning. 

•  '  SEC  T.  xvir. 

Of  Lady  Janes  return  to  London  ^  and  Sholtds  death  in  April  1753. 

D.  P.  388.  b/  '  J  '  HIS  attempt  to  be  reftored  to  her  brother  happened  either  on 

- 400.  c.  A  the  7th  or  14th  of  April ;  for  on  Monday  the  i6thorTuef- 

day  the  17th  Ihe  fet  off  for  London  to  fecure  the  favour  £he  had 
received  from  the  king,  with  whom  fome  perfons  were  weak 
enough  to  think  they  could  prevail  by  the  fame  artifices  they  had- 
too  fuccefsfully  ufed  at  Douglas-Cafile.  There  is  a  letter  in  pro- 
cefs  from  her  to  fir  John  Stewart,  dated-  Hope-Park  April  the 
1 6th,  and  another  dated  Newcaftle  the  20th.  In  the  firfi:  of 
thefe  {he  tells  him,  the  children  are  very  well :  in  the  fecond  {he 
fays,  “  I  have  left  my  dear  little  ones  behind,  fo  you  may  judge 
“  my  {lay  in  London  won’t  be  long  ;  they  arc  in  good  health,  I 
blefs  God.” — She  excufes  herfelf  from  telling  him  the  reafon 
of  her  journey —  She  does  not  give  any  one  diilant  hint  of  the 
ufage  {he  had  received  at  Douglas-Caille.  This  condud:,  and  thefe 
fentiments,  {liew  us  clearly  where  her  heart  was  fixed,  and  are 
worth  more  than  a  thoufand  arguments  of  the  ablefl  logician  to 
convince  us,  that  {he  was  the  real  mother  of  thefe  children.  She 

tiut  Mrs.  Hewit,  no  maid-fervant,  and  tra- 

- - 400.  c.  veiled  in  a  kind  of  difguife  in  the  fiage-coach  to  fave  bread  to  her 

children,  without  doing  difhonour  to  the  noble  houfe  from  which 
{he  came. 

It  was  the  28  th  of  April  before  fiie  arrived  in  London,  and  the 
firfi  news  {he  heard  was  theficknefs  of  heryoungefi  child  Sholto, 
who  was  taken  ill  of  a  fever  on  the  fecond  day  after  {he  went,  and 
died  at  the  end  of  feventeen  days.  On  May  the  5th  lady  Jane 
thought  proper  to  notify  this  event  to  the  duke  her  brother,  but 
in  a  fiyle  of  dignity  and  refpedl.  Whoever  will  be  at  the  trouble 
of  comparing  this  letter  with  the  former  in  the  places  to  which 
leference  is  made,  will  foon  be  convinced  that  in  both  {he  {peaks 
from  nature. 
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In  what  manner  flie  felt  the  lofs  of  the  child,  may  be  feen  D.P.  401. 
more  particularly  in  the  depofition  of  one,  who  was  near  her  at 
the  time.  Her  health  vifibly  declined  from  this  moment.  Thofe 
natural  powers,  by  which  Ihe  had  produced  thefe  children  into  the 
world,  now  began  to  leave  her  ^  and  this  (hock  joined  to  her 
other  misfortunes  was  fo  fevere,  that  (he  was  perfuaded  (he  (hould 
never  recover.  Let  any  honeft  man  turn  to  the  depofition  refer¬ 
red  to  in  the  margin,  and  a(k  his  own  heart,  whether  he  does  not 
believe  Mrs.  Macrabbie,  and  di(believe  Mrs.  Menzies. 

Lady  Jane  went  and  joined  her  hulband  in  the  Fleet-prifon, - 405. 

where  they  lived  under  the  name  of  Mr,  and  Mrs,  Thomfon. 

SECT.  XVIII. 

% 

Of  the  frejh  inventions  to  deceive  the  duke  and  the  publick, 

WE  muft  leave  them  for  a  time  in  this  melancholy  (ituation, 
and  return  and  fee  what  palTed  in  Scotland. 

The  duke  had  refufed  accefs  to  his  (after  and  her  children.  The 
confequence  of  this,  without  doors  was,  that  many  perfons  fup-  i  - 

pofed  the  duke  would  not  have  taken  this  violent  ftep  without  fuf- 

ficient  grounds  j  fo  that  without  other  proof,  the  world  began  to - 383.  b. 

fufpecft  the  birth  upon*  the  (ingle  credit  of  this  refufal. 

But  within  Douglas-Caftle  matters  w^re  of  a  different  caft. 

The  duke  of  Douglas  was  a  man  of  paflion,  but  of  ftridl  honour; 
and  of  that  delicacy  of  confcience  which  made  him  reftecft  on  his 
wrong  condud  with  inexpreflible  angui(h.  Whether  thefe  chil¬ 
dren  were  lady  Jane’s  or  not,  was  not  the  queftion  which  worked 
in  his  mind  at  prefent.  She  had  offered  to  throw  herfelf  at  his 
feet,  and  convince  him  that  (he  was  wronged.  He  had  rejeded 
her  with  fcorn,  and  (hamed  himfelf  in  the  eyes  of  the  old  honeft 
butler,  who  advifed  him  faithfully;  and  he  knew,  he  had  no  rea- 
fon  to  give  for  this  ftrange  proceeding  but  his  own  will  and  the 
idle  talk  of  two  or  three  perfons  in  his  family,  who  knew  no 
more  of  the  true  fad  than  he  did  :  this  was  a  ftate  of  mind  in  which 
the  duke  of  Douglas  could  not  live  long  in  peace. 

This  feems  to  have  been  the  reafon,  why  fo'much  falfe  intelli¬ 
gence  v^^as  poured  in  juft  at  this  time  at  Douglas-caftle,  to  lull 
the  duke’s  confcience  afleep,  and  to  juftify  the  previous  mifcon* 
dud  by  (ubfequent  information,  efpecially  as  lady  Jane  was  no 
longer  in  the  way  to  refute  them. 


The 
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The  firll  advice  was  conveyed  in  a  letter  to  his  grace  from  major 
D.  r.  413.A.  Cochran,  juft  as  lady  Jane  was  leaving  Scotland.  He  is  pleafed 
to  fay,  with  many  ftrong  and  hard  expreftions  interfperfei  that 
a  difeovery  of  the  impofture  was  lately  made  by  the  countefs  of 
Stair,  who  had  found  out  by  the  childrens  teeth,  that  one  was 
fix  months  older  than  the  other  j  and  then  he  entertains  his  grace, 
as  he  calls  it,  with  the  ftory  of  lady  Kinnaird. 


P.P.  386.  D. 
-  577- 


It  is  no  wonder,  that  the  people  about  the  duke  at  this  time 
ftiould  (Endeavour  to  terrify  his  grace  with  the  fufpicious  ftory 
of  lady  Kinnaird  but  upon  what  ftngular  principle  of  equity  or 
logic  the  libel  againft  that  lady  has  happened  to  make  part  of  the 
purfuers  proof  in  this  procefs,  the  reader  muft  judge. 


- 307.  G.  Major  Cochran’s  information  made  a  lafting  impreftion  on  the 

D.P.  4°5*D.’  <iuke’s  mind.  It  does  not  appear  to  have  been  known  out  of 
P.P.  351.C.  Douglas-caftie  till  1759;  for  in  the  fpring  of  that  year  it  feems 
that  lady  Stair  was  firft  brought  to  the  duke,  and  with  great 
warmth  declared  before  many  witnefles,  that  every  fyllable,  which 
had  been  reported  in  her  name,  was  abfolutely  falfe. 


The  next  contrivance  about  this  time  was  meant  to  deceive  the 
D.P.  427. A.  public.  It  was  given  out,  that  the  duke  had  received  a  letter 
from  one  count  Douglas,  which  informed  him  that  lady  Jane 
and  colonel  Stewart  had  bought  thefe  children  out  of  an  hofpital. 

The  duke  in  1759  denied,  that  he  had  received  any  fuch  let¬ 
ter,  or  that  he  had  ever  faid  he  was  pofleft  of  it ;  yet  it  is  certain, 
that  major  Cochran  and  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart  feverally  gave 

- 426.  F.  out,  that  the  duke  had  received  fuch  account.  The  firft  of  thefe 

- 885.  £.  gentlemen  faid,  he  had  feen  it  in  the  duke’s  hand  3  and  the  fe- 

cond  told  the  ftory  to  Mr.  Loch,  foon  after  lady  Jane  left  Scot- 

- 885.  D.  land,  which  Mr.  Loch  very  attentively  tranfmitted  to  Mrs. 

Hewit  foon  after  Sholto’s  funeral  on  May  the  2 2d. 

This  feems  to  have  been  the  firft  advice  of  this  ftory,  which 
•  the  family  now  in  London  received. 

The  chevalier  Douglas  fays,  he  was  invited  to  come  over  to 
England  by  a  letter  from  fir  John  Stewart  :  “  *  qui  marqua,  que 
ladi  Jeanne  devoit  arriver  bientot  a  Londres  3  qu’elle  vouloit 
lui  rendre  I’argent,  qu’elle  avoit  emprunte  de  lui  3  6c  qu’elle 
“  avoit  des  choles  d’une  grand  confequence  a  lui  dire.'’  This 
letter  muft  have  been  written  after  April  the  23d,  when  fir  John 
firft  received  advice,  that  lady  Jane  w'as  on  her  way  to  London, 


*  Which  informed  him,  that  lady  Jane  would  arrive  foon  in  London  ;  that  (he  wanted 
to  pay  him  the  money  he  had  lent  her ;  and  that  fhe  had  things  of  great  confequence  to 
“  tell  him.”  ^  ^  ^ 


Sed.  1 8.  the  Duke  and  the  PublicL-  ^61 

by  her  letter  dated  NewcaAle  April  the  20th.  The  chevalier  d.  p.  949.  r 
immediately  complied,  and  came  for  his  twenty-five  louis  d’ors. 

He  found  lady  Jane  in  London,  and  it  appears  he  was  there  him-  Serv.  44.  b. 
felf  on  the  2d  of  June.  The  chevalier  fays,  that  he  was  told  the  *. 

flory  of  this  letter  by  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  at  London;  upon 
which  he  obferved  immediately,  that  no  letters  could  have  been  D.p.40  f 
written  by  his  kinfman  on  the  fubjedt  of  the  delivery  in  July  1^48 ;  *  *  * 

becaufe  the  count  died  in  the  month  of  April  preceding.  ^  He 
goes  on  to  tell  us,  that  lady  Jane  defired  him  to  write  to  count 
Douglas,  the  brother  of  the  deceafed,  who  had  ferved  in  the 
fame  regiment,  to  know  if  He  had  written  any  thing  to  the  duke 
on  this  fubjedt. 

This  was  accordingly  done.  Count  Douglas  gave  ample  aflu- 
rances  by  letter  both  to  lady  Jane,  and  to  the  duke,  that  he  never 
had  faid  or  wrote  what  was  imputed  to  him,  or  to  his  brother. 

Thefe  letters  are  dated  Auguft  the  4th.  They  were  tranfmitted 
by  the  chevalier  Douglas  to  fir  John  Stewart  the  i  ith  of  Auguft 
^753*  Lady  Jane  had  then  returned  back  to  Scotland,  and  was 
in  her  laft  illnefs.  Nothing  feems  to  have  been  done  by  fir  John 
Stewart  in  confequence  of  this  information  till  the  chevalier 
Douglas’s  depofition  was  taken,  and  the  letters  produced  in  this 
procefs  by  the  prefen t  lady  dowager  Stewart. 

Mr.  Loch  in  his  letter  to  Mrs.  Hewit  dated  May  the  22d  had _ 586.9. 

fuggefted  for  the  firft  time,  that  it  would  be  proper  to  bring  fome 
proof  by  the  teftimony  of  the  phyfician,  or  others  that  attended 
her  ladyfhip  at  the  birth,  left  they  fliould  die.  Unfortunately 
this  advice  came  too  late,  if  the  accoucheur  of  lady  Jane  was  the 
perfon  there  is  good  reafon  to  fuppofe  he  was ;  for  Monf.  Pierre 
Louis  de  la  Marre,  of  whom  fo  much  has  been  faid,  died  on  the  P.P.  531. 
15th  of  May  this  year. 

SECT.  XIX. 

Of  Lady  Janes  return  to  Scotland^  and  death  on  the  of 

Nove?nber  1753. 

know  but  little  of  what  pafted  further  in  the  family 
^  ^  during  this  fummer.  It  appears  only  by  two  or  three  let¬ 
ters,  all  dated  in  July,  that  fir  John  was  then  in  the  country,  and  d.  P.950. c. 
lady  Jane  in  town.  Her  ladyfhip’s  penfion  v/as  fafe;  and  as  the 
had  promifed  to  go  back  to  her  child  as  foon  as  flie  could,  it  was 

A  a  a  time 


Of  Lady  Jane  s  Return  to  Scotland^  Part  VI. 

time  to  perform  her  promife  before  the  winter  C3.me  on.  She 
fet  out  the  beginning  of  Auguft,  and  arrived  at  Edinburgh  on 

the  1 2th. 


Serv.  13.  E. 


- 22.  B. 

D.  P.  954.  F. 


It  is  clearly  proved,  that  lady  Jane  was  never  well  after  the 
death  of  her  child.  ‘‘  Her  difeafe,  fays  Dr.  Eccles,  is  wholly  in 
and  near  her  ftomach.”  It  encreafed  very  much  after  her  return 
to  Scotland,  and  die  foon  was  found  in  great  danger. 


994.  F.  In  this  fituation  die  made  one  edort  more  to  be  received  by 
her  brother.  She  wrote  a  long  and  truly  affe(5lionate  letter 
to  the  duke,  a  copy  of  which  appears  in  procefs  3  but  as  the 
letter  itfelf  has  never  been  found,  it  is  not  certain  that  die  ever 


About  the  fame  time  die  made,  or  attempted  to  make,  fome 
difpofition  of  her  little  property  chiefly  in  favour  of  her  fon. 
Serv.  43.  A.  Mr.  Loch  has  produced  a  paper,  which  he  calls  a  latter  wul 
•  dated  November  the  12th,  intended  to  have  been  executed  by 

lady  Jane  Douglas  Stewart. 

A  few  days  before  her  death  die  received  the  facrament  in  one 
of  the  churches  of  the  city,  and  from  this  time  die  took  leave 
of  her  fon  Archibald  every  night  with  great  afFedtion  as  a  dying 
woman.  This  circumflance,  remembered  by  Janet  Andrews,  will 
ferve  to  explain  that  variety  of  forms,  which  appears  in  the 
printed  proofs.  She  took  many  farewels  of  her  only  child,  the 
true  heir  of  the  houfe  of  Douglas.  One  of  them,  as  it  is  f^n  in- 

_ _ 13. F.  the  fervice,  deferves  particularly  to  be  repeated:  “  Four  h^ours 

“  before  her  death  die  ordered  her  only  child  to  be  brought  to 
“  her  3  die  laid  her  hand  upon  his  head,  and  faid,  God  blels  you,, 
my  child  3  God  make  you  a  good  and  an  honed:  man,  fon 
riches  I  defpife  3  take  a  fword  in  your  hand,  and-  you  may. 
“  one  day  be  as  great  a  hero  as  fome  of  your  predeceifors.” 


_  With  thefe  fentiments  of  gratitude  to  the  Giver  of  all  we  poflefs, 

D.P.  956.E.  and  of  attachpient  to  this  earth  by  one  only  tye,  her  aflfe(dion  for  * 
Mr.  Douglas,  lady  Jane  died  the  22d  of  November  1753. 

It  is  needlefs  to  enlarge  upon  the  character  of  this  excellent 
lady.  She  was  pofiblTed  of  the  efteem  of  all  who  knew  her,  both 
at  home  and  abroad  3  and  mod  loved  and  edeemed  by  thofe,  wha- 
knew  he?  bed,  as  Mr.  Stewart  Mackenzie  has  accurately  and 
faithfully  expreffed  himfelf3  refped  and  edeem  of. 

• _ 377.G.  «  all  who  were  intimately  acquainted  with  her,  and  pa^icularly- 

-  the  deponent’s  in  the  highed  degree.”  Her  charader  is  at. 
this  time  fcarce  a  matter  of  opinion:  her  adions  haye  fuflfered 
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Sed.  19.  and  Death  the  21J}  of  November  1753- 

a  very  fevere  fcrutiny  j  by  them  flie  will  be  known  and  approved 
to  all  pofterity.  Something  may  be  learnt  from  the  preceding 
pages ;  and  if  any  thing  is  wanting,  it  can  readily  be  fupplied 
from  that  large  colledion  of  her  letters,  which  have  been  pub- 
lifhed  firft  in  the  defender’s  proof,  and  lince  in  a  feparate  vo¬ 
lume,  which  the  writer  of  thefe  papers  fincerely  recommends  to 
every  honeft  reader. 

SECT.  XX. 

Of  the  letters  found  in  Lady  fanes  trunk, 

The  few  things,  that  lady  Jane  had  with  her  at  the  time  of 
her  death,  were  packed  up  in  one  trunk  either  by  her  order 
before  her  death,  or  by  Mrs.  Hewit  immediately  after  it,  and 
lodged  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  George  Lindfay. 

Mr.  Lindfay  has  declared,  “  That  he  thinks  he  received  this  Serv.  22.F. 
“  trunk  from  lady  Jane  before  Ihe  left  Scotland  in  April  f’  but  it 
Ihould  feem  he  was  miftaken  in  the  time,  as  lady  Jane’s  watch 
was  found  in  the  trunk,  which  had  been  in  pawn,  and  was  not  D. P.959. e, 
redeemed  till  her  laft  journey  to  London. 

In  the  trunk  were  a  variety  of  things,  fome  of  ufe,  and  fome  of 
none  ;  which  is  an  additional  argument,  that  they  were  colledted  P. P.627, 
by  Mrs.  Hewit.  They  had  been  infpeded  on  the  6th  of  May 
1761,  and  again  a  fecond  time  on  the  day  previous  to  the  fervice 
by  the  agents  of  all  parties. 

From  this  repolitory  Mr.  Lindfay  fele£ted  twenty-feven  letters  Scrv.  22. 
and  writings,  which  he  exhibited  at  the  defender  s  fervice:  amongft 
thefe  were  four  letters  under  the  name  of  Pierre  La  Marre.  The 
purfuers  leem  very  deiirous,  that  thefe  letters  fliould  be  conlider- 
cd  as  part  of  the  evidence  on  the  fervice  :  but  the  defender  has 
brought  three  gentlemen,  who  were  of  that  inqueft,  who  fwear 
that  thefe  letters  were  never  read  to  the  jury.  D.P. 411. 

Thefe  papers  were  probably  in  the  hands  of  lady  Jane  fome  time 
before  her  death  j  but  the  exadl  time  is  not  known.  We  arefure 
they  were  in  being,  when  the  trunk  was  delivered  to  Mr.  Lind¬ 
fay  j  for  which  reafon  this  appears  to  be  the  proper  time  to  fpeak 
of  them. 

There  are  two  rules  (but  of  very  different  authority)  which  will 
enable  us  to  form  fome  opinion  of  them  ;  the  infpedtion  of  the 
letters  themfelves,  and  fir  John  Stewart’s  account  of  them  con¬ 
tained  in  his  judicial  declaration. 

A  a  a  2  % 
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peel.  17.  E. 


- a8. 


Of  the  Letters  found  in  Lady  fane's  Trunh  Part  VL 


By  a  bare  infpecStion  of  the  letters  we  learn,  ift.  That  they  are 
copies  taken  line  by  line  from  fome  other  writing ;  this  appears 
by  the  very  irregular  termination  of  every  line  ;  in  all  other  par¬ 
ticulars,  the  folding,  the  addrefs,  and  the  fealing,  they  are  made 
to  refemble  real  letters  :  they  have  no  pofl-mark  :  they  are  all 
written  in  one  hand,  and  as  far  as  we  can  judge  atone  time,  and 
with  the  fame  pen  ;  except  perhaps  the  fecond  poilfeript  to  the 
laft  letter.  2dly.  The  ftyle,  orthography,  phrafeology,  and  every 
circumftance  of  their  appearance  forbid  us  to  think,  that  they  are 
the  work  of  that  man  whofe  name  they  bear,  or  of  any  other  na¬ 
tive  Frenchman  j  unlefs  we  could  fuppofe,  that  they  had  palTed 
through  a  double  tranilation,  had  been  firft  trandated  into  Eng- 
liih,  and  from  thence  tranflated  into  French  by  a  perfon  very  much 
a  ftranger  to  the  language.  Thus  far  we  are  fecure  ;  for  the  reft 
we  muffc  turn  to  fir  John  Stewart’s  declaration. 


Thefe  letters  were  fhown  to  fir  John  by  the  court :  he  declar¬ 
ed,  that  the  letter  dated  Odlober  1749  appears  to  him  to  be  of 
the  hand-writing  of  Pierre  La  Marre  ;  that  the  other  three  are,  as 
he  thinks,  of  the  hand-writing  of  Mr.  Andrew  Clinton,  copied 
by  his  order  on  French  paper,  which  he  gave  Mr.  Clinton  for  that 
purpofe. — On  the  next  day  he  faid,  that  another  letter,  dated 
June  1752,  appeared  to  himalfo  to  be  written  by  Pierre  La  Marre  j 
and  that  the  other  two  are  undoubtedly  of  the  contents  of  letters 
of  thofe  dates,  which  the  declarant  received  from  Pierre  La  Marre. 


On  the  day  following  the  letters  were  again  infpedled,  and  it 
was  found,  that  the  impreflion  of  the  feal  on  the  letter  dated  Au- 
guft  1749,  which  fir  John  took  to  be  a  copy,  was  the  fame  as 
that  on  the  letter  of  June  1752— which  he  declared  to  be  an 
original. 

In  this  diftindion  of  originals  and  copies  fir  John  plainly  fhew- 
cd,  that  his  eye-fight  had  failed  him,  and  nothing  more. — He 
met  with  another  mortification  from  Mr.  Andrew  Clinton,  who 
denied  that  he  copied  thefe  letters.  But  as  Mr.  Clinton  has  de- 
pofed,  that  he  underftood  very  little  French,  when  thefe  letters 
were  written  j  that  he  did  copy  papers  for  fir  John  Stewart ;  and 
that  he  has  fome  faint  remembrance  of  having  feen  a  paper  figned 
La  Marre  :  and  as  Mr.  Gray,  Mr.  Clinton’s  mafter,  whom  Mr. 
Clinton  himfelf  confidered  as  a  judge  of  his  hand- writing,  has 
declared,  that  he  could  not  fay  whether  they  were  or  were  not 
Mr.  Clinton’s  hand-writing  j  there  ftill  remains  fome  doubt  how 
far  fir  John  Stewart  is  miflaken  in  this  particular.  Indeed  it  is  of 
very  little  importance,  whether  we  know  the  copylfi:  or  not* 


Sir 


Se<^.  20.  Of  the  Letters  found  In  Lady  fane's  Trunk. 

Sir  John  has  owned,  that  fome  of  thefe  letters  are  what  he  is 
pleafed  to  call  copies  :  we  mud:  now  hear  the  reafon  for  taking 
copies. — He  fays,  that  lady  Jane  after  her  arrival  in  Scotland  hav- 

y  ing  writ  to  him,  defring  him  to  fend  down  thefe  original  let- 
ters  to  her,  the  declarant  gave  them  to  be  copied ;  and,  as  far 
‘‘  as  he  can  recoiled:,  he  fen t  lady  Jane  thefe  original  letters,  or 
the  copies  •,  though  he  is  not  pof  tive  which  :  that  he  did  intend 
to  fend  copies  altogether,  or  originals  altogether,  to  lady  Jane; 
“  but  cannot  fay,  but  there  may  have  been  a  mixture  of  one  or 
“  other.  And  being  further  interrogate,  how  or  for  what  caufe 
“  the  copies  now  J)roduced  appear  folded  and  fealed  like  original 
**  letters,  declares,  that  he  ordered  Mr.  Clinton  to  make  the 
“  copies  as  like  originals  as  poflible;  and  therefore  the  declarant 
1‘  fuppofes,  that  he  folded  them,  direded  them,  and  fealed  them,, 
“  to  render  them  as  like  originals  a^  poffible ;  and  poffibly  lady 
Jane  may  have  defred  to  have  them  fo  folded,  direded,  and 
**  fealed,  to  render  them  more  fatisfying  to  the  perfons  to  whom 
‘‘  fhe  was  to  fhew  them  ;  and  poflibly  it  may  have  been  done, 
‘‘  that  in  cafe  the  principals  may  have  been  loft,  the  copies 
‘‘  might  ferve  in  their  ftead  :  but  that  Mr.  Clinton  will  poflibly 
‘‘  mind  better,  than  he  does,  the  reafon  of  their  appearing  in 
‘‘  this  figure.” 

Sir  John  in  this  palTage  fays,  that  lady  Jane  fent  for  La  Marre’s 
original  letters ;  and  furely  there  could  be  no  harm  in  that. — He 
then  mentions  as  a  conjedure,  that  lady  Jane  may  have  lent  for 
copies  as  like  the  originals  as  poflible.  Let  this  latter  cafe  be  true, 
the  writer  of  thefe  papers  fubmits  it  to  better  judgment  than  his 
own,  whether. there  is  any  thing  to  blame  in  lady  Jane’s  condud 
all  copies  do  ferve  for  originals,  when  the  originals  are  loft  ;  and 
thofe  copies  are  thought  to  have  the  greater  degree  of  authenti¬ 
city,  which  appear  to  have  been  written  with  the  moft  exad- 
nefs,  and  to  have  retained  the  orthography  and  pointing  of  the 
author ;  and  thofe  are  moft  of  all  efteemed,  which  are  tranfcribed 
line  by  line  from  the  originals.  In  this  innocent  fenfe  Mr.  Clin¬ 
ton,  or  whoever  was^  the  copyift  of  thefe  letters,  (for  fir  Joha 
Stew^art  was  not)  appears  to  have  underftood  and  executed  his^ 
commiflion,  and  to  have  tranfcribed  line  for  line,  and  point  for 
point,  the  very  words  whicb  were  put  into  his  hands.  It  is, 
upon  being  afked  w^hy  the  copies  were  folded  and  fealed  like  ori¬ 
ginals,  that  fir  John  fays  conjedurally,  that  lady  Jane  may  have 
defired  it  j  but  this  muft  be  a  miftake,  as  he  had  before  faid,  that 
lady  Jane  writ  for  the  originals,  and  therefore  could  give  no  direc¬ 
tions  about  copies,  which  flie  did  not  want.  T.  hat  he  really  re¬ 
membered 
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-membered  nothing  of  the  reafon,  appears  from  his  adding,  that 
Mr.  Clinton  will  pofTibly  remember  better  than  he  does  the  rea¬ 
son  for  their  appearing  in  this  figure. 

The  argument  founded  on  thefe  letters  by  the  purfuers,  and  by 
the  judges  who  have  fpoken  againfi:  Mr.  Douglas,  is,  that  fir  John 
and  lady  Jane,  after  their  arrival  in  England,  hearing  of  the  fuf- 
picions,  which  the  duke  entertained  of  the  reality  of  the  delivery, 
and  defirous  to  remove  thefe  fufpicions  if  pofiible,  and  knowing 
that  they  never  had  any  connection  or  correfpondence  with  a  per- 
fon  of  the  name  of  La  Marre,  and  confequently  could  get  no  cer¬ 
tificate  of  the  delivery  from  him,  they,  fubfequent  to  June  1752, 
when  lady  Jane  was  about  to  fet  out  for  Scotland,  forged  thefe 
letters,  which  fhe  carried  to  Scotland  with  her  in  order  to  impofe 
upon  the  duke  of  Douglas ;  and  that  among  thefe  was  the  letter, 
which  file  mentioned  to  Mrs.  Menzies  before  flie  went  to  Douglas- 
caftle  ;  and  that,  as  La  Marre  was  then  alive,  it  is  highly  impro¬ 
bable  they  would  have  aCted  thus,  if  they  could  have  obtained 
real  letters  from  him  at  the  expence  of  a  poftage  from  Paris. 

This  is  the  whole  argument  founded  on  thefe  letters ;  and  if 
there  is  compleat  evidence  of  a  real  correfpondence  betwixt  firjohn 
and  La  Marre  prior  to  June  1752,  when  it  is  faid  thefe  letters 
were  made  up,  and  if  it  is  fiiown,  that  there  is  no  evidence  that 
thefe  letters  were  made  up  in  the  life-time  of  La  Marre,  the  far 
greatefi:  part  of  the  argument  founded  upon  the  falfhood  of  thefe 
letters  will  not  apply  to  the  purpofe  the  purfuers  intend. 

In  the  courfe  of  the  preceding  fiieets  it  has  been  fhewn,  that  in 
the  year  1748  and  1749  at  Rheims  lady  Jane  and  fir  John  menti¬ 
oned  their  receiving  frequent  letters  from  the  manmidwife,  which 
gave  an  account  of  Sholto’s  health — Ifabel  Walker,  Mifs  Primrofe, 
and  others  mention  that  thefe  letters  were  read  and  explained  in 
their  hearing ;  and  Ifabel  Walker  particularly  mentions,  that  in 
one  of  thefe  letters,  which  file  heard  read  at  Rheims,  Sholto’s 
nurfe  was  recommended  as  a  good  one  ;  and  lady  Jane  in  many 
of  her  letters  mentions  the  accounts  fiie  had  got  from  time  to  time 
of  Sholto’s  health  —  If  any  thing  further  was  necefiary  to  render 
the  proof  of  this  faCl  convincing,  the  entry  in  lady  Jane’s  pocket- 
book  of  a  letter  written’  to  Mr.  La  Marre  in  September  1749  cei- 
tainly  would — It  is  not  pretended,  that  this  entry  either  was,  or 
could  be  made,  with  a  view  to  fupport  falfe  letters,  which  accord¬ 
ing  to  the  purfuers  were  not  thought  of  till  more  than  three  years 
after.  It  is  alfo  mentioned  in  the  pocket-book,  that  fir  John  had 
written  a  letter  at  the  fame  time  to  Mr.  Waters ;  and  that  the  let¬ 
ter 
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ter  to  Mr.  Waters  was  written,  is  proved  by  the  copy  of  his  an- 
fwer  in  procefs,  which  confirms  the  entry  of  his  having  written 
to  La  Marre  at  the  time  mentioned  in  the  pocket-book  j  and  Ifabel 
Walker  has  diftincftly  fwore,  that  die  faw  a  letter  delivered  to  fir 
John  from  La  Marre,  when  they  lived  at  Mr.  Murray’s  in  St. 
James’s  Place  in  the  year  1750,  all  which  is  clearly  anterior  to  the 
fuppofed  fabricature  of  the  letters  in  queftion  :  fo  that  there  is  corn- 
pleat  evidence  of  a  correfpondence  between  Mr.  La  Marre  and  fir 
John  from  the  month  of  July  1748  down  to  1750,  abfolutely  in¬ 
dependent  of  and  unconnected  with  thefe  letters  — If  this  be  fo, 
it  is  in  vain  for  the  purfuers  to  pretend  to  argue  from  thefe  letters, 
that  there  never  was  a  correfpondence  between  La  Marre  and  fir 
John  Stewart :  fo  that  the  whole  former  part  of  the  argument  is 
clearly  inapplicable. 

Though  it  is  indeed  very  certain,  that  thefe  letters  were  not 
made  up  till  after  June  1752,  there  is  not  the  leall  evidence,  that 
they  were  made  up  then  —  The  depofition  of  Mrs.  Menzies  has 
been  already  confidered,  and  as  lady  Jane  is  known  to  have  read 
and  underil'ood  French  fufficiently,  it  is  impoflible,  that  ever  fhe 
would  carry  fuch  letters  with  her  in  order  to  impofe  upon  her  bro¬ 
ther,  who,  as  {he  knew,  underftood  that  language  very  well ;  and 
{he  mu{l  have  been  fenfible,  that  {hewing  him  fuch  letters,  infiead 
of  reconciling  him  to  her  and  removing  his  fcruples,  could  not 
fail  of  having  a  contrary  eifeCt  —  Again;  is  it  poffible,  that  {lie 
would  at  this  very  time  have  confulted  lord  Prefiongrange  as  to 
the  expediency  of  getting  a  certificate  of  the  delivery  from  La 
Marre,  if  {he  had  been  confeious,  die  could  get  no  fuch  certificate  ? 
Further  ;  {lie  had  feveral  friends,  in  whom  {he  could  eafily  have  re- 
poied ;  it  may  be  they  did  not  underftand  much  of  the  French  lan¬ 
guage;  this  was  an  advantage  to  her;  fhe  could  have  exhibited 
her  letters,  and  by  the  help  of  Latin  Mr.  Loch  and  Mr.  Hamilton 
with  many  others  would  have  eafily  difeovered,  that  there  was 
ibmething  in  them  about  the  nurfing  a  child,  the  calling  his  teeth, 
and  other  fubjeds,  which  would  eafily  have  fatisfied  them,  that 
the  letters  came  really  from  the  perfon  whofe  name  they  bore.  She 
might  have  kept  the  copies  from  a  critical  infpeeflion,  and  circula¬ 
ted  the  report  till  it  had  pierced  the  walls  of  Houglas-caftle.  This 
was  furely  the  wifed  courfe,  to  which  falfe  letters  could  have  been, 
applied.  On  the  whole,  the  writer  of  thefe  papers  thinks  it 
certain  that,  if  lady  Jane  had  had  thefe  letters  in  her  pocket,  fhe 
would  have  fhewn  them  to  Mr.  Hamilton  and  Mr.  Anderfon  in 
the  humiliating  moment,  when  {lie  was  refufed  admillion  to  her 

brother’s  houfe.. 
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In  May  1753  Mr.  Loch  wrote  to  Mrs.  Hewit,  informing  her 
of  the  falfhood  raifed  by  Archibald  Stuart ;  that  the  duke  had 
received  a  letter  from  count  Douglas  informing  him  that  the 
children  were  bought  out  of  an  hofpital,  and  advifing  them  to 
clear  up  that  aflertion,  and  to  get  the  certificate  of  the  accoucheur  . 
to  the  delivery;  but  this  advice  was  too  late,  for  La  Marre  was 
then  dead. — Lady  Jane  returned  to  Scotland  foon  after  ;  and  no 
doubt  would  have  fundry  converfations  with  Mr.  Loch  on  the 
fubjedt  of  the  report  mentioned  in  his  letter;  and  very  probably 
he  would  repeat  the  advice  to  her  ladyfhip,  which  he  had  for¬ 
merly  fent  to  Mrs.  Hewit. — In  confequence  of  this  her  ladyfliip 
would  no  doubt  write  to  fir  John,  who  was  ftill  in  London,  to 
fend  her  fuch  letters  of  Mr.  La  Marre  as  he  had  kept ;  who  upon 
finding  that  he  had  loft  them  all,  has  probably  caufed  thofe  let¬ 
ters,  which  were  ftnce  found  in  her  trunk,  to  be  made  out,  and 
fent  her. — By  this  means  fir  John  thought  to  fatisfy  his  wife’s 
uneafinefs,  and  avoid  her  juft  reproaches  for  having  loft  thefe 
valuable  letters. — He  dreamt  of  no  further  confequence;  he  never 
once  is  knowm  to  have  enquired  wdiat  was  become  of  thefe  papers 
after  lady  Jane’s  death  ;  which  he  ought  to  have  done  in  common 
prudence  for  his  own  fecurity. — He  would  have  recovered  them 
into  his  own  hands,  in  order  to  profecute  the  defign  of  impoling 
on  the  duke  of  Douglas,  if  any  fuch  defign  had  been  commenced. 
And  yet  it  is  remarkable,  th^t  in  all  his  conferences  with  Mr. 
Loch,  with  Mrs.  Napier,  and  others,  after  his  return  to  Scotland, 
there  is  no  reference  made  to  thefe  papers.  All  this  amounts  to 
a  proof  that  he  never  once  thought  of  what  he  had  done,  after,he 
had  fent  them  away  to  lady  Jane. — And  from  the  remarkable  care- 
lefs  manner,  in  which  thefe  letters  are  made  out,  it  is  very  cer¬ 
tain,  that  they  muft  have  come  to  lady  Jane’s  hand  at  a  time, 
when  fhe  was  fo  far  gone  in  her  laft  illnefs,  that  flie  was  unable 
to  look  at  them  ;  for  if  fhe  had  feen  them  when  (lie  was  in  health, 
fhe  muft  have  at  once  difcovered,  they  were  neither  real  letters 
nor  copies  of  French  letters,  as  there  are  many  words  in  them, 
'which  are  neither  French  nor  any  other  language.  The  very  care- 
lefs  manner,  in  which  thefe  letters  are  executed,  affords  the 
ftrongeft  prefumption,  that  they  were  only  meant  as  a  temporary 
excufe  to  lady  Jane;  but  that  they  were  never  intended  to  fupport 
a  fraud. 

It  is  no  doubt  a  misfortune,  that  none  of  the  real  letters,  proved  and 
on  all  hands  admitted  to  have  been  received  by  the  family  at  Rheims 
and  London,  have  been  produced ;  but  this  is  not  fo  wonderful  as 
fomc  people  have  imagined  ;  for  not  one  of  the  letters  received  by 

them 
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them  at  Rheims,  any  more  than  thefe  from  La  Marre,  are  pre- 
ferved ;  and  as  few  of  thofe  received  at  London  by  fir  John  are 
now  extant,  except  thofe  which  he  received  when  in  gaol,  and 
which  were  left  at  Beadle’s.  But  dill,  let  it  never  be  forgotten 
that  a  correfpondence  between  fir  John  and  La  Marre  is  proved  ; 
which  entirely  deftroys  the  purfuers  whole  argument  arifing  from 
thefe  letters ;  for  if  any  fraud  was  committed.  La  Marre  was  an 
accomplice,  and  therefore  they  could  have  got  a  real  certificate 
from  him,  whether  the  birth  had  been  real  or  not,  if  fir  John  had 
thought  of  afking  for  one  during  his  life-time.  So  that  let  this 
tranfadtion  bear  what  name  it  may,  it  is  juft  fuch  a  proof,  that 
ftr  John  was  capable  of  impofing  children  on  the  world  which 
were  not  his,  as  one  has  fagely  produced  from  the  conducft  of  lady 
Jane,  who  argues,  that  fhe  was  capable  of  committing  a  capital 
crime,  becaufe  fhe  went  to  Scotland  by  fea,  when  fhe  wrote  her 
hufband  as  if  fhe  had  gone  by  land. 


SECT.  XXL 

Of  the  condition  of  Mr.  Douglas,  and  the  dukes  fettlements  after 

Lady  fajies  death. 

Lady  jane  died  in  great  diftrefs  j  the  duke  her  brother  had 
the  honour  of  burying  her  after  his  fafhion ;  but  there  was 
no  provifion  for  the  prefent  defender,  but  what  depended  on  the 
gratitude  and  humanity  of  the  much-injured  companion  of  his 
mother.  Mr.  Colvil  tells  fir  John  Stewart  on  November  the  27th, 

Stewarty  is  very  well:  fome  ladies  have  been  making  fome  D.P.958.  a, 
“  propofals  to  Mrs.  Nelly  about  him  but  flie  will  do  nothing 
“  rafhly,  till  fhe  confult  you  upon  it.”  But  before  the  end  of 
the  year  1753  the  defender  was  relieved  from  his  diftrefs  by  lady 
Schaw,  who  took  him  to  her  own  houfe,  and  bred  him  up  as  the 
fon  of  lady  Jane  Douglas.  Upon  the  death  of  this  lady,  which 
happened  in  autumn  1757^  lord  Cathcart  took  him  under  his  care, 
and  continued  his  friendly  patronage  and  protedion,  as  long  as  it 
was  neceftary. 

There  are  two  letters  in  procefs  from  Mrs.  Hewit  to  ftr  John 
Stewart,  dated  feverally  March  the  22d  and  April  the  15th  1754. 

Thefe  are  on  the  fubjedt  of  fome  little  family  affairs,  and  the  de¬ 
fender  is  mentioned  in  both  with  that  artlefs  ftmplicity  and  ftrong 
attachment,  that  it  is  morally  impoflible  to  conceive,  they  could 
ever  be  written  from  one  accomplice  to  another. 

3  bb 
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The  duke  feems  to  have  retained  fome  little  remains  of  affec¬ 
tion  for  his  fifter  to  the  very  laft  :  during  her  life-time  he  never 
made  any  fettlement  to  her  difadvantage.  In  October  1754  he 
made  the  firft  fettlement  in  favour  of  the  family  of  Hamilton. 
Mr.  White  of  Stockbriggs  died  in  1756,  and  the  fettlements  were 
further  enlarged  in  favour  of  the  fame  noble  family  in  1757. 

The  fails  are  thrown  together  a  little  out  of  the  chronological 
order,  becaufe  the  favour  of  lord  Cathcart  was  a  direil  continua¬ 
tion  of  the  preceding  kindnefs  of  lady  Schaw,  and  the  fettlement  in, 
1757  was  a  mere  fupplement  to  that  of  1754. 

SECT.  XXII. 

Of  Sir  fohns  Stewards  converfations  with  Mrs.  Napier  in  1756. 

The  only  points,  which  remain  to  be  confidered,  fubfequent 
to  lady  Jane’s  death  are,  the  incidents  which  happened  on 
fir  John  Stewart’s  return  to  Scotland ;  and  the  confequences  of 
the  duke’s  marriage  in  1758. 

Sir  John  Stewart  was  in  Scotland  in  fpring  1756.  This  is  the 
sera  of  what  the  purfuers  call  fir  John  Stewart’s  explanations. 
The  whole  account  of  thefe  conferences  mufl  be  laid  before  the 
reader  in  the  words  of  the  truly  honourable  witnefs,  who  was 
the  only  perfon  to  whom  they  were  told. 

P.P.9.  F.  Mrs.  Napier  depofes,  That  in  confequence  of  lady  Schaw’s 
**  defire  (he  fpoke  to  fir  John  of  a  report  being  fpread,  as  if  lady 
“  Jane  never  had  any  child  ,•  and  that  the  two  children  belonged 
“  to  other  people,  and  had  been  brought  over  from  France  by 
“  them  to  ferve  fome  purpofe  of  their  own  ;  for  which  reafon  (he 
hoped,  fir  John  would  excufe  her  being  defirous  to  have  that 
“  affair  put  in  as  clear  a  light  as  pofiible,  both  for  the  fake  of  the 
“  then  only  remaining  child,  as  well  as  for  the  vindication  of  his^ 
‘‘  own  honour  and  lady  Jane’s  memory  :  for  which  reafon  the 
“  deponent  proceeded  to  a(k  him  as  many  queftions,  as  then  oc- 
curred  to  her,  with  refped:  to  where  the  child  was  born,  who. 
“  were  prefent  and  afliftant  on  that  occafion. — In  anfwer  to  which. 
“  queftions  fir  John  anfwered  this  deponent,  that  fo  many  years, 
“  had  pafied,  and  fo  many  misfortunes  had  happened  to  him,. 
“  fome  of  which  he  enumerated,  that  he  could  not  be  fo  diftindl 
‘‘  in  names  as  he  could  wi(h,  in  anfwer  to  the  deponent’s  queftions. 
“  Depones,  that  upon  the  deponent  exprefling,  that  (he  could 
not  underftand  how  that  might  be ;  fir  John  told  her,  that  for 
different  reafons  they  had  been  obliged  to  change  houfes  often. 

“  about 
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“  about  the  time  of  lady  Jane’s  lying-in,  particularly  becaufe  one 
“  of  thehoufes  was  full  of  buggs,  and  another  fmoaky,  fo  that  he 
“  could  not  fay  what  precife  houfe  the  children  were  born  in  ; 

“  but  he  would  confider  of  it  at  home,  and  make  a  note  of  all 
thefe  circumftances ;  to  which  the  deponont  faid,  Ihe  would 
“  be  glad,  if  in  the  mean  time  he  would  mark  down  fuch  parti- 
“  culars  as  he  was  fure  of,  and  let  her  have  the  others  when  more 
“  at  leifure.” 

In  confequence  of  this  fir  John  wrote  a  memorandum  himfelf, 
which  Mrs.  Napier  produced  in  procefs,  and  which  contains  the 
words  which  follow. 

“  Monfieur  la  Mar  Acoucheur 
“  chez  Madame  Michelle 
faubourg  St  Germain  a  Paris 
“  dans  le  moy  de  Juliet  ver  le 

“  commencement  du  moy  1748 
“  Monfieur  &  Madame  Stewart 
“  logerent  ou  Mad.  Stewart 
accoucha  du  Jumeaux 
‘‘  prefnte  I’hotefs  et  fa  fille  Marie 
“  Monfieur  la  Mar  accoucheur 
“  et  Madamoyfelle  Huette 
“  This  memorandum  given  to  Miftres.  Napier 
**  the  13  of  May  175^^7  J®*  Stewart 

In  confequence  of  this  information  Mrs  Napier  wrote  to  lady  p.p.z.a. 
Fanny  Stuart,  then  at  Bruffels,  and  defired  her  to  make  further —3- 
enquiry;  her  letter  is  dated  the  6th  of  July.  Sir  James  Stewari 
wrote  to  principal  Gordon  from  Spa,  July  the  20th,  and  to  Mr. 
Macnamara  on  the  fame  day.— Mr.  Macnamara’s  anfwer,  dated 

July  the  aoth,  is  full  on  every  point  to  whrch  he  had  been  wit - 5- 

nefs  the  pregnancy,  and  the  univerfal  acknowledgment  of  the 
children  by  all  the  Scotch  and  French  at  Rheims.  Mr.  Gordon 

anfwered  on  Auguft  the  17th,  that  there  was  no  delivery  at  Mi - 4- 

chel’s  ■  but  that  Mad.  Michel  faid.  Mad.  Stewart  kept  her  bed  on 
account  of  her  being  lately  brought  to-bed,  flie  believes  fome- 
where  nigh  Verfaillel— Thefe  accounts  were  fent  by  lady  Fanny 
Stuart  to  Mrs.  Napier  in  a  letter  dated  Auguft  the  28th. 

In  the  mean  time  fir  John  Stewart  returned  to  Mrs.  Napier, 
and  gave  the  further  information  he  had  promifed  her.  Mrs.  Na¬ 
pier  fays  “  that  ftie  knows  ftie  had  a  fubfequent  converfation  with  ?■  P.  lo-  ■ 
“  fir  John  Stewart  upon  the  fame  fubjedt  about  the  time  of  l^r 
“  lying"in,  in  which  he  related  more  particulars,  from  which  ihe 

made  a  little  memoranduni  of  names. 

B  b  b''2 


<( 

1 


This 


372 


P.  P.  I  I.  D. 


- - 1 6.  L. 


II. A. 


P.P.  17.  D. 


Of  Sir  John  Stewart* s  Converfatwns  Part  VI. 

This  memorandum  in  Mrs.  Napier’s  writing  contains  the  fol¬ 
lowing  words  : 

“  Madam  Le  Brun  Fauxbourg  St.  Germain;  colonel  Fontaine, 
oculift  to  the  Invalids  at  Paris;  Tvlonf,  Le  Marr  Valoon  fur- 
“  geon  to  a  regiment  feveral  years.” 

Mrs.  Napier,  before  flie  left  Scotland  in  November  1756,  lealed 
up  feveral  papers  belonging  to  Mr.  Douglas,  and  gave  them  to 
Mr.  Orr ;  on  the  12th  of  Auguft  1761  Mr.  Orr  delivered  them 
to  Mr.  Charles  Brown.  Mr.  Brown,  being  called  upon  to  exhi¬ 
bit  the  writings  he  had  received  from  Mr.  Orr,  has  produced 
among  others  a  note  in  hr  John  Stewart’s  writing,  which  Mr. 
Orr  never  remembers  to  have  given  him.  The  difpute  between 
thefe  gentlemen  is  luckily  of  no  confequence  in  the  prefent  procefs. 
This  note  alfo  has  been  fhewn  to  Mrs.  Napier,  and  it  is  to  becon- 
fidered  as  relative  to  her  oath. 

The  note  being  fhewn  to  her,  fhe  fays,  ‘‘  that  fhe  believes  the 
fame  is  of  fir  John  Stewart’s  hand-writing ;  and  that  it  agrees 
“  with  particulars  they  had  talked  over  in  the  converfations  file  had 
“  with  fir  John  Stewart  :  but  as  the  deponent  lay-in  about  that 
“  time,  file  does  not  recollect  the  particular  delivery  of  that  paper.’* 

This  note  contains  the  following  words: 

from  Aix-la-Chapelle 
to  Liege, 

“  to  Sedan, 

“  to  Rhetelle, 

“  to  Rhyms,  where  wee  feard  a  mifcarriage ; 

“  to  Paris  in  the  flage-coach. 

Lady  Jean  brought  to-bed  of  two  boys, 

“  July  loth,  N.  S.  in  Madame  labrunes 
houfe  faubourg  St.  Germain  the 
'  **  20th  Removed  from  that  buggy  houfe 
**  to  Madame  Michels,  houfe  near 
“  the  Pont  St.  Michell 
“  then  went  to  Dammartin  for 

frefii  air  where  Lady  Jean  Recovered 
“  health  and  ftrength  and  fo  re- 
**  turned  to  Rheims  in  Champagne 
“  where  Lady  Jean  had  a  mif- 
“  cariage  and  in  about"  14  months 
**  after  Came  to  London 
**  N.  B.  Lady  Jean  in  her  Paris  expe- 
f  ‘  dition  took  no  other  defignation 
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“  than  Madame  Stewart  froiji  the 
poverty  wee  were  in  at  that 
“  time.’* 

This  is  a  full  account  of  Mrs.  Napier’s  evidence,  and  the  feveral 
notes  which  depend  upon  it.  Perhaps  there  never  was  a  more  un- 
juftifiable  freedom  taken  with  any  evidence,  than  that  which  is 
ufed  by  the  purfuers  learned  memorialid:  on  this  fubjedl.  The 
fubftance  of  his  argument  has  unfortunately  crept  into  Almon’s 
book,  and  may  be  read  at  pages  {a)  91,  284,  and  346.  In  the  firfl 
place  we  are  referred  to,  we  are  told,  that  “  the  firft  accounts  given 
“  by  fir  John  Stewart  of  this  matter  were  in  a  note  written  by  his 
own  hand  to  lady  Schaw  in  the  year  1756,  wherein  he  exprefly 
“  avers  the  delivery  to  have  happened  in  the  houfe  of  Mad.  Michel ; 

and  at  the  fame  time  Mrs.  Hewit  writes  to  the  duke  of  Douglas  a 
“  letter  exprefsly  fixing  upon  the  fame  houfe  as  the  fcene  of  the 
birth :  there  was  then  no  mention  of  a  Le  Brun’s  and  indeed 
“  this  was  never  the  houfe  pitched  upon  till  after  they  both  knew, 
“  that  upon  much  enquiry  by  fir  James  Stuart  and  principal  Gor- 
“  don,  the  houfe  of  Mad.  Michel  had  been  found  out,  and  that  no 
“  delivery  had  happened  there  :  then,  and  no  fooner  was  it,  that 
“  fir  John  alters  his  tone,  and  writes  a  fecond  note  transferring  the 
“  fcene  to  Le  Brun’s.”  Pretty  much  the  fame  account  is  con¬ 
tained  in  the  corred:  edition  of  Mr.  Anderfon,  page  the  23d. 

The  writer  of  thefe  papers  humbly  begs  leave  to  diffent  from 
almofl;  every  particular  fpecified  in  this  laboured  period,  for  the  fol¬ 
lowing  reafons  : 

I  ft.  Becaufe  he  has  learned  from  the  teftimony  of  Mr.  Loch,  a 
witnels  whole  credit  has  never  been  impeached,  that  lady  Jane 
mentioned  Le  Brun’s  houfe  as  the  place  of  the  delivery  in  1732* 

2d.  Becaufe  Mrs.  Napier  has  depofed,  that  fir  John  in  the  fe¬ 
cond  converfation  gave  her  more  particulars,  and  that  the  note 
produced  by  Mr.  Brown  agrees  with  particulars  they  had  talked 
over  in  the  converfations;  the  confequence  of  which  is,  that  the 
converfations  were  as  confiftent  as  the  note;  and  that  the  whole 
account  given  to  Mrs.  Napier  was  the  fame  with  that  note,  and 
with  that  feries  of  fads,  which  has.  been  fince  proved  by  a  variety 

of  witnelTes. 

3d.  Becaufe  there  is  not  the  leaft  fhadow  of  prool*  that  fir 
John’ or  Mrs.  Hewit  ever  heard  of  the  enquiry  made  by  principal 
Gordon,  or  that  fir  John’s  fecond  converfation  was  fubfequent  to 

(a)  Lord  Prefidcnt,  Lord  Kennet,  Lord  Hailes. 

the 
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Of  Sir  yohn  Stewart's  Converfations  Part  VI. 

the  receipt  of  lady  Fanny  Stuart’s  anfwer:  on  the  contrary,  Mrs.- 
Napier  dates  the  converfation  about  the  time  of  her  lying-in,  on 
Auguft  the  5th,  and  lady  Fanny’s  anfwer  is  dated  from  Spa  Au- 
guft  the  28th.  Auguft  the  28th  1756  was  a  Saturday  :  a  letter 
of  this  date  could  not  leave  Oftend  before  the  Wednefday  follow¬ 
ing  y  and  it  appears  by  the  oftice-books,  that  this  mail  did  not 
reach  London  till  Friday  Sept,  the  3d.  It  appears  limply  addrelTed 
to  the  Hon.  Mrs.  Napier,  and  came  under  cover  to  Lord  Cathcart 
in  London,  as  Mrs.  Napier  had  delired  it  might.  On  Saturday  it 
was  fent  forward  to  his  lordlhip  by  the  Scotch  mail,  and  arrived  at 
Edinburgh  on  September  the  8th,  when  Ihe  had  been  fome  time 
in  company;  and  not  only  every  neceftity,  but  every  ceremony 
of  child-birth  had  pafled  and  been  forgotten. 

The  purfuers  memorialift  has  ufed  a  very  lingular  method  to 
lliorten  the  time  of  the  arrival  of  lady  Fanny’s  letter.  He  ven¬ 
tures  to  alledge  that  the  old  ftile  was  in  ufe  in  Scotland  in  1756  ; 
that  therefore  the  date  of  Auguft  28,  means  Auguft  the  17th; 
and  that  the  letter  muft  have  been  received  before  the  end  of  the 
month.  This  is  the  more  remarkable,  as  this  gentleman  had  for¬ 
got  that  there  weretwo  ftiles  in  ufe  in  1749. 

4.  Becaufe  it  is  eafy  to  prove,  either  that  fir  John  Stewart 
neither  law  it  then,  nor  at  any  later  time  previous  to  its  publica¬ 
tion  in  this  procefs ;  or,  that  he  adted  a  fair  and  candid  part.  Sir 
John  had  mentioned  Mad.  Michel  :  if  the  delivery  had  been  an 
impofture,  as  foon  as  fir  John  was  acquainted  with  what  Mad. 
Michel  told  Mr.  Taite,  Mrs.  Hewit  would  have  known  it  too, 
and  they  would  have  both  readily  adopted  that  part  of  her  in¬ 
formation,  which  was  fo  favourable  to  their  caufe,  and  in  which 
they  were  fure  of  fo  difinterefted  a  fupport:  they  would  have  faid 
lady  Jane  kept  her  bed  at  Michel’s. 

5.  Becaufe  fir  John  Stewart  never  thought  or  faid,  that  lady 
Jane  was  delivered  at  Michel’s.  As  this  firft  note  is  the  only  part 
of  the  French  proof,  which  the  purfuers  have  neglecfted  to  tranf- 
late,  the  writer  of  thefe  papers  will  venture  to  prefent  it  to  the 
reader  in  an  Englifti  drefs  ; 

“  Mr.  La  Marre,  man-midwife 
at  Madame  Michel’s 

in  the  fauxbourg  of  St.  Germain  at  Paris 
In  the  month  of  July  towards  the 
beginning  of  the  month  1748 
“  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Stewart 
“  lodged  where  Mrs.  Stewart 
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was 


-  Sed.  2  2.  with  Mrs.  Napier  In  17  56. 

“  was  delivered  of  male  twins, 

“  in  the  prefence  of  the  landlady  and  her  daughter  Mary, 

“  of  La  Marre  the  man-midwife, 

“  and  of  Mifs  Hewit.” 

The  reader  will  ealily  perceive  by  comparing  this  note  with  Mrs. 
Napier’s  depofition,  that  it  contains  three  dillindt  anfwers  to  three 
different  queftions  propofed  by  Mrs,  Napier. — She  afked.  Who  was 
the  man-midwife?  Sir  John  anfwered,  Mr.  La  Marre. — Again, 
Where  did  they  lodge  ?  Sir  John  mentioned  the  firft  name  which 
occurred,  and  laid  at  Mad.  Michel’s. — In  reply  to  a  third  queflion 
he  anfwered  as  diftindtly,  as  his  memory  would  enable  him  :  he 
told  the  time  and  the  witnelfes  j  but  left  a  blank  in  the  fentence 
for  the  name  of  the  perfon  with  whom  he  lodged  at  that  time  i 
common  fenfe  will  not  permit  us  to  fill  up  this  void  in  grammar 
with  the  name  of  Michel,  becaufe  the  name  of  Michel  was  before 
his  eyes,  and  he  would  certainly  have  repeated  the  name,  or  re¬ 
ferred  to  it,  if  he  had  meant  to  fay  what  has  been  haftily  imputed 
to  him  :  any  other  name  would  compleat  the  fenfe,  as  foon  as  it 
was  recollected,  but  the  name  of  Michel  never  can.  Mrs.  Napier 
has  minuted  the  name  of  Le  Brun,  which  he  told  her  afterwards  ; 
and  fhe  has  fworn,  that  the  note  produced  by  Mr.  Brown  con¬ 
tains  the  fubftance  of  the  two  converfations  fhe  had  with  fir  John 
Stewart. 

6.  Becaufe  there  is  no  proof,  that  Mrs.  Hewit  ever  wrote  to  the 
duke  of  Douglas  ;  indeed  a  fcroll  of  fuch  a  letter  was  found  after 
her  death  without  name  or  date,  in  which  fhe  has  fallen  into  a  mif- 
take  in  one  landlady’s  name  for  the  other.  There  is  no  proof  that 
this  paper  was  written  in  1756,  and  very  convincing  proof  that  fir 
John  was  not  privy  to  it.  — -  Had  he  didlated  the  fcroll,  Mrs. 
Hewit  had  never  fallen  into  an  error,  which  fir  John  and  lady  Jane 
knew  how  to  corredt  —  Mrs.  Hewit  has  repeatedly  fwore,  that  fhe 
never  remembered  thefe  French  names,  though  fhe  ventured  to: 
fpeak  of  them  in  converfation  as  fhe  heard  them  from  fir  John. 
She  probably  picked  up  this  word  from  fir  John,  who  never  knew 
to  what  file  meant  to  apply  it.  Sir  John  fpells  the  name  Michelle,. 
Mrs.  Hewit  Michal.  It  is  fcarce  credible,  that  fhe  entertained  fo- 
vain  a  thought  as  to  write  to  the  duke  in  1756,  when  fhe  knew 
the  circumfiances  of  diferedit,  under  which  fhe  laboured  with  his- 
grace.  A  few  years  after  fhe  might  have  been  tempted  to  have 
ufed  fuch  a  liberty. 

To  do  juftice  to  the  purfuers  agents  it  mufl  be  acknowledged,, 

tliat  Mrs.  Napier  v/as  the  firft  who  fell  into  the  millaken  interpre¬ 
tation; 
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tation  of  the  note  in  1756  —  To  do  juftice  to  that  honourable  Lady 
it  mufl  be  remembered,  that  fhe  has  declared  upon  oath,  that  both 
fir  John  Stewart’s  converfations  were  conliftent  like  the  note  pro¬ 
duced  by  Mr.  Charles  Brown.  It  were  to  be  widaed,  that  mef- 
lieurs  Almon  and  Anderfon  had  not  adopted  this  error,  as  it  feems 
to  be  the  great  fupport  of  all  the  opinions,  which  have  been  form¬ 
ed  againft  Mr.  Douglas. 


SECT.  XXIII. 

Of  the  enquiries  made  at  Douglas -Cajlle  in  1758. 


have  now  done  with  the  litigated  points-:  nothing  remains 
^  ^  but  to  ftate  thofe  fadts,  by  which  the  duke  of  Douglas  was 
induced  to  revoke  the  fettlement  he  had  made,  and  make  way  for 
Mr.  Douglas, 


D.  P.  419. 
— —  421. 
■— —  426. 

— —  428. 
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- 439*  E. 

- - S98. 1. 
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In  March  1758  the  duke  married  a  relpedtable  lady,  defeended 
from  a  collateral  branch  of  his  own  family.  This  event  was  fa¬ 
vourable  to  the  'defender,  as  it  led  the  duke  into  the  company 
of  people  of  rank  and  charadter.  It  appears  from  the  depofitions, 
that  much  converfation  paffed  about  Mr.  Douglas  very  early  after 
this  marriage.  The  duke  produced  major  Cochran’s  letter  in  juf- 
tification  of  his  condudt,  and  declared,  that  if  he  could  believe  the 
child  was  lady  Jane’s,  he  would  leave  him  his  whole  fortune. 
This  was  a  very  great  point  gained  in  favour  of  truth  and  Mr. 
Douglas.  The  evidence  was  ready  to  be  fummoned  as  foon,  as  the 
duke  would  be  pleafed  to  liften  to  it.  For  this  advantage  the  de¬ 
fender  is  very  probably  obliged  to  the  fame  noble  benefadlrefs, 
who  has  protedted  him  in  this  procefs  with  diftinguiflied  intrepi¬ 
dity. — Her  grace  was  yet  very  far  from  adting  with  partiality  for 
Mr.  Douglas,  or  with  refentment  againft  any  other  claimant. 
Even  fo  late  as  February  1759  we  learn  from  Mr.  Hamilton,  that 
{he  was  ftill  pleading  with  the  duke,  only  that  enquiries  might 
be  made  into  the  truth  of  the  birth. 

This  enquiry  began  (at  lead:  as  far  as  we  know  from  the  print¬ 
ed  proof)  in  Odtober  1758,  feveral  months  after  the  duke’s  mar¬ 
riage.  The  dutchefs  of  Douglas  then  engaged  Mr.  Harper  to 
examine  Mrs.  Hewit ;  £he  acquainted  him  with  many  particulars, 
which  fhe  has  fince  depofed  in  procefs  ;  and  folemnly  affirmed, 
that  fhe  received  thefe  children  from  the  womb  of  lady  Jane 
Douglas. 
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Of  enquiries  made  in  the  Abbey  in  i759' 

TN  December  1758  an  accident  happened,  which  greatly  fa- 

cilitated  thefc  enquiries.  Douglas- caflle  was  burnt  down,  and 
the  duke  and  his  family  were  obliged  to  refide  at  the  Abbey  in 
Edinburgh. 

Here  his  grace  faw  a  greater  variety  of  company ;  and  was  in 
the  midft  of  all  thofe  perfons,  who  could  give  him  that  convic¬ 
tion,  to  which  his  heart  was  now  open. — Mr.  Loch  brought  him 
the  information  he  had  received  from  lady  Jane,  and  from  iir 
John  Stewart. — Lady  Stair  waited  upon  him,  and  contradicted  every 
ly liable,  which  had  been  afferted  in  her  name  to  the  difadvantage 
of  lady  Jane. — Sir  John  himfelf  ventured  to  write  to  the  dutchefs. 
—The  purfuers  are  pleafed  to  obferve  in  their  table  of  contents, 
that  it  is  remarkable,  that  this  letter  makes  no  mention  of  the 
accoucheur  of  lady  Jane,  or  the  houfe  where  Ihe  was  delivered; 
but  they  do  not  tell  the  reader  all  they  know  :  the  particulars, 
which  are  omitted  in  this  letter,  may  every  one  be  found  in  the 
note  which  fir  John  had  given  to  Mr.  Loch, — and  which  before 
this  time  had  been  fhown  to  the  duke. — Even*  Mrs.  Hewit  and 
Ifabel  Walker,  and  Mrs.  Hepburn  of  Keith,  were  foon  admitted 
to  his  grace’s  prefence  ;  and  fully  fatisfied  him,  that  Mr.  Douglas 
was  the  fon  of  his  much  injured  filler.— Which  of  the  honourable 
lords,  who  have  determined  againfi:  Mr.  Douglas,  will  venture  to 
fay,  that  he  knew  the  character  of  Mrs.  Hewit  better  than  the 
fon  of  the  marchionefs  of  Douglas  ? 
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SECT.  XXV. 

Of  the  revocation  of  the  Duke’s  fettlement  in  fanuary  1760. 

The  new  year  opened  with  the  revocation  of  all  the  fettle- 
ments  made  in  favour  of  duke  Hamilton.  This  happened  on 
January  the  5th,  1760.  Thofe,  who  fuppofe,  that  Mr.  Douglas  has 
no  other  claim  than  the  death-bed  fettlement  of  his  uncle,  are  d.pJjqos.a. 
greatly  miflaken.  From  this  time,  which  was  a  year  and  a  half 
before  the  duke’s  death,  he  became  heir  at  law  to  all  the  eftates  of 
his  noble  family. 

This  ought  to  be  particularly  attended  to,  as  fome  fpeakers 
in  the  books  of  Mefif.  Almon  and  Anderfon  have  been  milled  on 
the  fubjeCl.  One  fays,  “  that  the  flate  of  Mr.  Douglas  was 
“  controverted  by  the  duke  of  Douglas  to-N  the  lall  period  of 

C  c  c  his 
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“  his  life/’  The  duke  never  controverted  the  ftate  of  Mr. 
Douglas:  he  difinherited  him  in  1754  and  1757;  but  in  the 
very  aa  of  difinherifon  he  confiders  him  as  the  fon  of  lady 
Jane.  Another  gentleman  fays,  “  There  is  clear  evidence,  that 
“  the  duke  of  Douglas,  till  the  eve  of  his  death,  never  acknow- 
**  ledged  the  defender  as  his  lifter’s  fon.’  It  vvere  to  have  been 
wiftied,  that  thefe  gentlemen  had  defined  w^hat  they  mean  by 
the  words  laft  periodof  life,’  and  “  eve  of  death.  The  law 
indeed  has  attempted  to  inftrua  us :  but  thefe  gentlemen  are  fo 
little  fatisfied  with  the  legal  definition,  that  they  have  enlarged 
the  time  of  eve  of  death  through  about  eighteen  months  of  the 
duke’s  life,  the  greater  part  of  which  he  enjoyed  in  good  health. 

25.  F.  Sir  John  Stewart  near  the  fame  time  fucceeded  to  the  eftate  of 
459-  Grandtully ;  and  was  enabled  to  Ihew  the  defender  a  very  diftin- 
guiftied  mark  of  his  parental  affection.  He  fettled  ^0,000  marks 
on  the  defender  his  younger  fon  :  and  Mr.  Loch,  who  was  a 
witnefs  to  the  tranfaaion,  depofes,  “  that  he  was  obliged  to  ufe 
“  his  influence,  that  the  family  might  not  be  further  charged. 

From  the  day,  on  which  the  duke  left  the  law  of  Great  Britain 
430.  E.  to  make  his  will,  he  continued  to  enjoy  a  peace  of  mind,  to  which 
436. A.  Jie  liad  many  years  been  a  ftranger.— — He  was  now  doing  what  his 
453.B.  heart  approved.  He  condefcended  eve^  to  vifit  Mrs.  He  wit ; 
898-  .  and  made  her  feveral  prefects.  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart  had  quitted 

.the  duke’s  fervice  in  ./iuguft  1756,  a  year  and  half  before  his 
,00.  grace’s  marriage.  And  it  does  not  appear  that  from  that  time  either 
,  Mr.  Stuart  himfelf,  or  any  other  perfon  of  his  fentiments,  had  accels 
to  the  duke,  or  that  they  were  brought  into  the  prefence  of  Mrs. 
Hewit. 

SECT.  XXVI. 

Of  the  Duhes  fettlements  and  death  in  1761. 

io66.d;/^N  the  nth  of  July  1761  the  duke  executed  two  deeds:  by 
^  the  firft,  which  was  a  fettlement  of  his  eftates,  the  heirs  in 
remainder  are  more  obliged  than  the  defender.  But  Mr.  Douglas 
'  has  for  ever  reafon  to  blefs  the  memory  of  his  uncle  for  the  event, 
which  procured  him  the  ineftimable  protection  of  the  dutchefs  of 
Douglas,  and  the  duke  of  Queenfberry. 

.321.1#.  The  duke  died  in  July  1761  with  no  concern  upon  his  mind, 
but  what  arofe  from  reflection  on  the  injuries  he  had  done  his  After. 

.  3a  F..  On  the  9th  of  September  following  Mr.  Douglas  was  ferved  his 
'  neareft  and  lawful  heir  of  tailzie  and  provifion  in  general,  by 
^  a  refpeCtable  jury :  the  witnefles  were  crofs-examihed  on  the  part 
of  duke  Hamilton  and  lord  Selkirke. 


Sir 
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Sir  John  Stewart  lived  till  June  1764.  A  few  days  before  his 
death  he  made  a  folemn  declaration,  as  ftepping  into  eternity,  that 
the  defender  was  his  fon  by  his  lawful  fpoufe  lady  Jane  Douglas. 

Such  is  the  feries  of  fads,  which  have  been  brought  into  proof 
rather  with  a  defign  to  impeach  the  condudl  of  the  adlors  in  this 
fcene,  than  as  affording  any  diredl  proof  of  the  point  in  difpute. 

— It  appears  pretty  clearly,  that  lady  Jan.e  Douglas  ad:ed  an  uni¬ 
form  and  conliftent  part :  and  we  may  alk  every  intelligent  readerj 
whether  he  ever  knew  a  parent  refemble  his  child  more  than  the 
petit  piece,  which  was  adted  before  the  duke  of  Douglas,  re- 
fembles  the  greater  drama,  which  has  engaged  the  attention  of 
two  kingdoms. 

CONCLUSION. 

Decency  requires,  that  the  reader  fbould  be  treated  with 
fome  refpedl  in  return  for  the  fatigue  of  examining  thefe  pa¬ 
pers,  which  by  the  exuberance  of  thefubjedt  have  fwelled  into  abook. 

They  are  ftill  only  to  be  confidered  as  an  index  to  the  two  volumes 
'  of  proof.  The  author  has  too  much  diffidence  in  himfelf,  and  too 

much  regard  for  his  readers,  to  defire  that  any  one  fhould  take 
his  quotations  on  truft  without  referring  to  the  authentic  copies 
of  the  depofitions.  With  this  honeft  and  fincere  proteft  he  might 
have  been  allowed  to  take  his  leave :  but  Mr.  Anderfon  has  tempt¬ 
ed  him  to  trefpafs  farther  on  the  reader’s  time.  Under  the  name 
of  the  firft  fpeakcr  in  his  edition  he  has  propofed  an  arrangement 
of  the  argument  j  well  calculated  to  confirm  the  truths,  which 
have  been  already  offered  to  the  reader’s  attention.  The  foregoing 
method  is  inartificial :  the  following  is  fcientific.  The  maxim  on 
which  the  writer  founds  his  divifion  is  unexceptionable,  “  that 
“  truth  is  fimple  and  has  no  need  of  difguife.”  He  then  obferves, 
that  a  ftory  to  gain  credit  ought  to  be,  iff.  Probable,  2d.  At^ 
tended  with  no  inconjijiencies.  3d.  Without  covering^  or  conceal¬ 
ment,  4th.  ^here  ought  to  be  no  attempt  by  falfe  or  indireB  means 
.  to  fupport  it,  5th.  It  ought  to  be  uniformly  told,  not  by  the  words 
only,  but  by  the  aBions  of  thofe  concerned. 

The  refpedtable  perfon,  whofe  name  is  prefixed  to  this  arrange¬ 
ment,  is  faid  to  have  applied  his  logic  to  the  conduct  of  fir  John 
Stewart  and  lady  Jane  Douglas :  from  this  application  we  beg 
leave  to  diffent.  If  the  enquiry  had  been  recently  made,  and  lady 
Jane  had  been  living  to  anfwer  for  her  conduct  at  a  time,  when  all 
the  motives  for  that  condud  had  been  freffi  in  her  memory,  the 
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demands  and  expedations  of  this  learned  perfon  had  been  juft  : 
but  it  feems  hard  to  try  the  condua:  of  lady  Jane  by  this  rule, 
when  it  is  probable,  that  there  is  no  perfon  living,  who  can  fill 
up  all  the  blanks  in  the  hiftory  j  and  when  lord  Crawford,  lady 
Wigton,  Mad.  Tewis,  and  Mad.  Andrieux,  who  certainly  could 
have  explained  many  things,  are  dead  ;  and  when  witnefles  at  a 
fecond  and  third  hand  have  been  examined  with  the  fingle  intent  of 
gendering  the  ftory  inconfiftent. 

The  following  view,  it  is  hoped,  will  not  be  liable  to  this  ob¬ 
jection.  It  is  defigned  to'examine  the  merit  of  the  two  volumes 
of  proof  on  the  ififues  above-mentioned. 

I.  The  ftory  muft  be  probable. 

I .  The  defender’s  ftory  has  been  told  at  length  already  ;  and  it 
fhould  be  impertinent  to  repeat  it.  Mr.  Anderfon  s  fpeaker  thinks 
it  improbable,  that  lady  Jane  would  have  travelled  from  Aix  to 
Paris,  if  ftie  had  been  really  with  child  ;  that  ftie  would  have 
concealed  her  pregnancy ;  that  ftie  would  have  been  fo  meanly 
lodged  and  ferved  at  Paris  ;  or  that  fir  John  would  have  forgot 
the^'names  of  fome  perfons  and  ftreets  he  once  knew  Every  one 
refers'to  his  own  experience,  when  he  eftmiates  probability ;  and 
the  judgments  of  mankind  will  vary  on  this  ^int,  as  muc 
as  tteir  education  and  way  of  life  have  vaned.  Had  this  perfon 
been  made  to  fay  nothing  worfe  than  this,  no  one  would  have 
troubled  him  or  his  argument;  indeed  every  event,  whiA  hap¬ 
pens  in  any  degree  contrary  to  the  calculation  of  the  analyft,  may 
fnfome  fe^nfe  be  called  improbable.  The  writer  of  thefe  papers 
begs  leave  to  offer  but  one  argument  in  favour  of  the  probabili  y 
of  the  defender’s  ftory. 

He  has  formed  his  journal  from  the  depofitions  of  many  wit- 
neffes  of  different  countries,  languages,  ages,  and  conditions  in 
life-  ofwitneffes  fummoned  indifferently  on  the  part  of  the  de¬ 
fender,  or  the  purfuers ,  from  letters  and  records,  which  are  above 
fufpicion;  and  from  papers,  which  the  purfuers  themfelves  ac- 
knLledge  to  be  true.  If  he  has  executed  his  plan  fanly  and 
honeftlv  if  thefe  different  incidents  thus  varioully  colleded  and 
difpofed  without  artifice  in  their  proper  chronological  order,  have 
appeared  to  form  one  uniform  and  confiftent  chain  of  fads  ;  this 
mre  concurrence  of  fo  many  independent  circumftances  mto  one 
ftory  is  the  ftrongeft  prefumptive  argument,  that  the  things  di 
really  happen  in  the  manner  the  witnefles  have  reprefented  them , 
and  that  the  whole  is  true. 
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2.  The  purfuers  cannot  form  fuch  a  chronological  feries  of  fads; 
their  proof  is  broken  and  detached,  and  highly  improbable,  not 
in  one  or  two  particulars,  but  in  all. 

To  fay  nothing  of  the  pointed  charadters  of  lady  Jane  and  fir 
John  Stuart,  it  is  highly  improbable,  that  any  woman  confeffedly 
in  full  vigour  of  body,  and  capable  of  bearing  children,  fliould 
conceive  the  delign  of  adopting  a  ftranger  s  child,  and  difinheiit- 
ing  her  own  eventual  iffue.  It  cannot  be  conceived,  that  having 
fuch  a  defign  fhe  would  difown  her  marriage,  as  an  enquiry  into 
the  child’s  legitimacy  would  at  all  times  draw  after  it  a  critical 
examination  of  the  birth.  In  the  profecution  of  fuch  an  intent 
'  fhe  would  probably  adopt  the  mark  of  pregnancy  mod:  eafily 
counterfeited,  I  mean  a  big-belly  ;  and  impofe  upon  ftrangers. 
On  the  contrary,  lady  Jane  every  where  concealed  her  pregnancy 
by  her  drefs  from  occahonal  acquaintance,  and  trufted  both  her 
fecret  and  the  infpedion  of  her  perfon  to  two  ladies  of  tried  ex¬ 
perience  and  unexceptionable  honour.  It  is  impoffible,  that  flie 
fhould  have  denied  her  marriage  to  one  perfon  feveral  months 
after  fhe  had  given  out  to  other  people,  that  fhe  was  with  child — 
that  fhe  fhould  have  commenced  this  fcheme  in  November  1747, 
when  there  was  not  the  lead:  profpea:  of  getting  to  the  only  place, 
where  it  is  alledged  the  crime  could  have  been  committed-  that 
fhe  fhould  have  requeded  lord  Crawford  to  procure  pades  for  her 
to  go  to  Geneva,  and  borrowed  his  horfes  and  fervants  to  attend 
her  there  and  that  fhe  fhould  have  preffed  lady  Wigton’s  whole 
family  and  her  own  foreign  fervant  to  go  with  her,  and  be  wit- 
neffes  of  her  aaions.— It  is  improbable,  that  lady  Jane  would  have 
gone  out  of  her  way  at  a  great  expence  to  expofe  her  perfon  at 
Rheims,  where  die  was  afterwards  to  fettle,  if  any  impodure  had 
been  then  planned.  It  is  incredible,  that  the  maids  would  have 
been  left  behind,  or  that  Mrs.  Hewit  would  have  written  the 
letters  which  appear  in  procefs  to  thefe  maids,  had  they  been  ac¬ 
complices. 

The  purfuers  once  afferted  that  lady  Jane  left  Mr  Godefroi’s  on 
the  8th  of  Tulv,  becaufe  if  {he  had  continued  to  lodge  with  the 
agent  of  RheiL  on  the  day  affigned  for  the  delivery,  the  whole 
plot  had  been  eafily  deteded.  They  now  aflert,  that  fte  was  ac¬ 
tually  in  that  houfe  on  the  loth  of  July,  in  defiance  of  their  own 
iull  reafoning.  They  defire  us  to  believe,  that  Mr.  Godefroi, 
who  can  fill  up  no  other  blank  article  in  his  book,  has  had  ^  e 
Angular  good  fortune  to  aifift  them  in  their  want,  Pomt  out 
beyond  contradiaion  that  one  article,  which  relates  to  fir  Johi 

Stewart. 
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The  condu(5l  of  iir  John  and  lady  Jane  fubfequent  to  the  loth 
of  July  can  never  be  explained  on  the  fuppohtion  of  an  impofture. 
Is  it  credible,  that  fir  John  Stewart  would  have  left  that  deep  re¬ 
tirement,  to  which  the  eye  of  the  purfuers  agents  has  never  pene¬ 
trated,  and  given  his  name  under  his  own  hand  at  an  hotel  garni 
almoft  on  the  very  day  he  had  committed  a  capital  crime  ?  Is  it  cre¬ 
dible,  that  lady  Jane,  if  there  had  been  no  real  delivery,  would  have 
neglected  to  parade  with  the  forms  of  one  ?  Is  it  likely,  that  they 
would  have  accepted  a  ftranger  nurfe  from  a  public  hotel  j  fuffered 
that  woman  to  lead  them  to  a  place,  where  Ihe  had  many  acquain¬ 
tance  and  they  had  none ;  and  loitered  more  than  feventeen  months 
in  the  jurifdidtion  of  the  parliament  of  Paris  under  the  fears  and 
terrors  of  a  difcovery  ? 

What  follows  is  ftill  more  incredible.  It  is  faid,  that  having 
fuccefsfully  efcaped  enquiry  for  the  firfi:  offence,  and  being  in  fe- 
cure  pofiTeflion  of  as  flrong  and  healthy  a  child  as  they  could  wifh, 
they  chofe  without  any  poffible  utility,  and  after  the  dyke  of  Dou¬ 
glas  had  withdrawn  lady  Jane’s  annuity  from  her,  and  they  were 
reduced  to  the  greatefi:  want  and  diftrefs,  to  run  the  fame  rifk  a  fe- 
cond  time;  that  they  ventured  to  defcribe  to  all  their  acquaintance 
a  fecond  child,  told  to  whofe  care  he  was  left,  and  defired  their 
friends  to  go  and  fee  him  and  report  to  them  how  he  did,  when 
they  had. but  one  in  their  pofTeffion;  that  they  obtained  this  child 
in  lefs  time  than  they  had  got  the  firfi ;  and  that  this  child  anfwer- 
ed  in  every  minute  particular  the  deferiptions  they  had  given  of  him, 
and  was  the  very  pid:ure  of  lady  Jan?. 

« 

Guilt  is  watchful  and  always  upon  guard.  Would  fir  John 
Stewart  have  forgotten  the  name  of  Le  Brun,  or  Mrs.  Hewit  been 
without  inflrudlions,  if  that  name  had  been  invented?  Guilt  de¬ 
fires  to  reft  on  general  fails ;  avoids  a  crofs  examination,  and  mi¬ 
nute  particulars..  Would  Mrs.  Hewit  ever  have  embarraffed  her 
accounts  with  the  adventures  of  milk-women  and  nurfes,  whom 
file  could  not  name,  if  thofe  nurfes  and  milk-women  had  not  been 
real  ?  In  fhort,  the  whole  correfpondence  and  later  conduit  of  fir 
John  Stewart  and  lady  Jane ;  their  invariable  affeilion  for  the  chil¬ 
dren  in  the  midfl  of  the  mofl  trying  affliitions  ;  in  particular  lady 
Jane’s  death  in  confequence  of  the  lofs  of  one  of  them ;  render  the 
whole  of  the  purfuers  accufation  the  mofl  improbable  and  incredi¬ 
ble,  that  was  ever  offered  to  the  judgment  of  mankind. 

II.  We  are  taught,  that  the  flory  mufl  be  without  inconfiflencies. 

Either  a  fingle  witnefs,  or  an  entire  proof  taken  colleitively, 
may  be  charged  with  inconfiflency. 
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Thefe  inconfiftencies  may  arife  from  voluntary  confeffion,  from 
inadvertency,  or  from  a  wilful  defign  to  corrupt  the  truth. 

The  two  parties  miift  be  examined  on  thefe  feveral  grounds,  i. 
On  the  part  of  the  defender  there  are  fome  inftances,  in  which 
the  witnefles  have  voluntarily  retracted  fome  circumftances,  to 
which  they  had  depofed.  The  moft  confiderable  example  of  this 
kind,  and  indeed  the  only  one  of  confequence,  is  contained  in  Mrs. 
He  wit’s  letter  to  Mr.  Harper,  wherein  flie  fays,  that  lady  Jane 
left  Le  Brun’s  on  account  of  buggs  the  6th,  inftead  of  the  loth, 
day  after  her  delivery.  Such  a  conduct  is  doubtlefs  fome  impeach¬ 
ment  of  the  memory  of  the  witnefs,  but- it  does  honour  to  her  in- 
te<^rity.  It  would  require  judgment  to  determine  whether  the 
firll,  the  fecond,  or  indeed  either  account  given  in  fuch  circum¬ 
ftances  be  ftridly  accurate,  if  the  real  fadt  had  not  been  con¬ 
vincingly  afcertained  by  letters  wrote  by  her  at  the  time;  but 
there  can  be  no  doubt,  that  the  witnefs  meant  to  adl  honeftly  to 
the  beft  of  her  knowledge. 


In  the  large  code  of  depofitions  produced  by  the  defender  there 
doubtlefs  muft  be  fome  inftances  of  inconfiftency,  which  arife  from 
inattention.  The  writer  of  thefe  papers  has  examined  thefe  de¬ 
pofitions  with  all  the  care  he  could,  and  declares,  that  he  has  found 
none,  which  affed  the  proof  of  the  pregnancy  and  delivery.  He 
flatters  himfelf  that  he  has  fully  vindicated  to  all  the  world  the 
confiftency  of  Mrs.  Hewit ;  that  her  letters  and  depofltions  fpeak 
one  uniform  and  honeft  language,  even  on  that  fubjedt,  which  is 
treated  with  contempt  by  the  lofty  pen  of  Mr.  Anderfon  s  ama- 
nuenfis,  the  accounts  gwen  of  the  nurfes* 

The  defender’s  colledtive  proof  appears  entirely  free  from  incon- 
fiftencv.  A  few  of  the  dates  exhibited  in  the  fervice  are  redtified 
by  original  letters  and  regifters ;  and  this  is  all  the  variation  the 
pi-oof  Ls  undergone  from  1761  to  1765.  There  is  indeed  fome 
mention  made  in  the  purfuers  memorial,  and  in  the  two  volumes 
of  Meir.  Almon  and  Anderfon,  of  the  new  accoucheur  of  lady 
lane  and  of  the  new  nurfe  of  Sholto.  Whether  thefe  expreffions 
are  meant  as  infinuations  of  inconfiftency,  the  writer  of  thefe  pa¬ 
pers  cannot  determine.  He  hopes  he  has  already  Ihewn,  that  ti 
the  real  accoucheur  and  nurfe  appear  in  perfon,  the  defender  re¬ 
mains  at  full  liberty  to  exhibit  as  many  accounts,  as  he  can  pro¬ 
cure,  of  perfons  who  have  any  claim  to  be  confidered  in  thole  re¬ 
lations  to  lady  Jane  and  the  child,  and  without  any  inconfiftency 
on  his  part  to  leave  all  his  proof  before  the  court. 

2d.  On  the  fide  of  the  purfuers  there  is  no  witnefs,  who  has 
voluntarily  retraded  any  material  circumftance  of  his  evidence. 
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It  is  difficult  to  diillnguiffi  in  every  cafe  between  inconfiftencies 
which  arife  from  inattention,  and  fuch  as  are  founded  in  perjury. 
It  is  certain,  that  very  few  of  the  Paris  and  Rheims  witnefles  are 
free  from  inconfiftencies  of  one  or  other  of  thefe  kinds.  The  pa¬ 
pers  produced  by  order  of  the  Houfe  of  Lords  ffiew,  that  they  had 
once  told  a  ftory  very  different  from  what  they  have  fworn,  and  dif- 
credit  the  moff  neceffary  points  of  their  teftimony. 

For  example;  the  Mademoifelles  Hibert  once  faid,  that  they 
had  obferved  the  pregnancy  ;  they  have  fince  fworn  they  did  not. 
Mad.  Michel  faid  in  1756,  that  lady  Jane  kept  her  bed  feveral 
days,  when  the  firft  came  to  the  hotel  d’ Anjou :  the  fame  perfon 
has  now  fent  lady  Jane  abroad  the  whole  day  after  her  arrival. 

This  is  not  the  time  to  give  a  lift  of  inconfiftencies ;  thefe  few 
are  mentioned  in  this  place,  becaufe,  though  they  are  plainly  cal¬ 
culated  to  ferve  the  purfuers  prefumptive  proof,  yet  they  feem  to 
have  arifen  from  an  irrefolution  of  mind  too  eaiily  overcome  by 
popular  clamour,  and  alarmed  with  the  terrors  of  the  Monitoire, 
and  ought  candidly  to  be  diftinguifhed  from  thofe  wilful  preva¬ 
rications,  which  muft  be  mentioned  under  the  fourth  divifion  with 
which  Mr.’  Anderfon  has  furniftied  us. 

Leaving  therefore  particular  depofttions,  let  us  fee  whether  the 
purfuers  pofitive  proof  is  confiftent.  It  certainly  is  not.  It  is  in- 
confiftent  and  con  trad  idory  on  the  very  points,  on  which  the  caufe 
refts ;  the  proof,  that  lady  Jane  was  not  at  Le  Brun’s  on  the  loth 
of  July,  and  that  Mr.  Douglas  is  the  fon  of  another  woman. 

Mr.  Duruiffeau  depofes  to  the  exadtnefs  of  Michel’s  livre  d’iii- 
fpedteur:  this  book  exhibits  an  entry  on  the  8th  of  July,  which 
relates  to  fir  John  Stewart  and  lady  Jane  :  and  it  is  certain,  that 
they  ftaid  at  that  houfe  from  their  entry  to  the  end  of  the  month. 

Mr.  Godefroi  and  his  wife  depofe,  that  lir  John  Stewart  and 
lady  Jane  ftaid  at  the  hotel  de  Chalons  from  the  4th  of  July  to  the 
14th.  • 

Mr.  Mignon  and  his  wife,  and  feveral  witneffes  of  better  credit, 
affure  us,  that  the  infant  Mignon  was  taken  from  his  parents  on 
Thurfday  July  the  iith. 

Thefe  feveral  accounts  form  the  purfuers  pofttive  proof.  It  is 
plain  by  intuition,  that  the  oaths  of  Mr.  Duruiffeau  and  of  Mr. 
Godefroi  cannot  both  be  true;  and  the  purfuers  agents  know  v^ry 
well,  that  if  either  of  them  be  true  ;  if  fir  John  and  lady  Jane 
were  either  at  Michel’s  or  at  Godefroi’s  on  the  iith  of  July,  the 
ftory  of  the  Mignons  cannot  be  applied  to  them. 
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The  purfuers  do  not  fay,  that  thefe  fads  came  fucceflively  to  their 
knowledge  during  the  time  the  proof  was  taking.  On  the  contra¬ 
ry,  they  openly  avow,  that  they  knew  both  Mr.  Godefroi’s  account 
and  Mr.  Duruiffeau’s  before  the  procefs  began.  And  the  Mignons 
ftory  was  public  long  before  the  Scotch  commiffion  was  opened. 

The  method,  which  the  purfuers  have  taken  to  reconcile  thefe 
contradidions,  does  as  little  credit  to  their  logic  as  the  fads  them- 
felves  have  done  to  their  pofitive  proof,  ift.  They  confign  Mr. 
Duruifleau  to  a  perpetual  oblivion.  They  never  mention  him  in 
their  memorial,  adly.  They  fuppofe  that  all  the  Mignon  wit- 
nelTes,  honeft  and  dillioneft,  have  concurred  in  miftaking  the 
child’s  age  at  the  time  of  the  enlevement ;  and  have  made  him 
more  than  a  third  younger  than  he  really  was. 

Such  is  the  flate  of  the  purfuers  dired  proof !  f  ich  is  the  indul¬ 
gence  they  exad  from  the  public  candour  *  This  is  the  evidence, 
and  this  the  reafoning,  by  which  they  would  condemn  the  me¬ 
mories  of  fir  John  Stewart,  lady  Jane,  and  Mrs.  Hewit,  to  perpe¬ 
tual  infamy ;  attack  the  fecurity  and  credit  of  the  fiirviving  wit- 
nefies  ;  and  defpoil  Mr.  Douglas  of  his  fortune,  his  country,  and 
his  name ! 

III.  The  next  quality  of  a  good  proof  is,  that  it  mufl:  be  with¬ 
out  covering  or  concealment. 

To  tell  the  truth,  and  the  whole  truth,  are  always  required  of 
an  upright  witnefs.  The  pretended  covering  and  concealment  of 
fir  John  and  lady  Jane  in  1747  and  1748  do  not  come  under  this 
quefiion.  Their  condud  at  that  time  may  render  the  defender’s 
proof  more  or  lefs  probable,  and  in  that  light  it  has  been  already 
confidered.  The  notes  and  other  accounts,  which  they  gave  of 
this  condud  after  their  return  to  Britain,  are  reputed  part  of  the 
prefent  proof :  as  fuch  one  is  willing  to  admit  them ;  and  begin 
the  examination  of  this  property  of  a  good  proof  from  the  time  the 
fufpicions  were  raifed  in  Scotland. 

ift.  The  change  in  lady  Jane’s  condud  has,  it  is  believed,  been 
fatisfadorily  accounted  for  from  the  conference  with  lord  Prefton- 
grange.  Our  knowledge  of  the  exad  time  of  that  change  efta- 
blifhes  the  credit  of  Ifabel  Walker,  the  witnefs  to  that  conference. 
Sir  John  Stewart  was  never  known  to  refufe  an  anfwer  to  any  quef- 
tion,  which  was  alked  about  the  birth  of  the  children.  All  the 
^ccafional  notes  have  been  examined,  and  have  been  found  to  con¬ 
tain,  without  error'  or  contradidion,  the  moil  material  parts  of 
that  hiilory,  which  has  fince  been  depofed  with  the  utmofi:  fo- 
lemnity  in  this  procefs.  Some  witnelTes  to  Mrs.  Hewit’s  table- 
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talk  have  been  examined  ^  and  though  thefe  witneffes  have  fd 
grofsly  erred  in  their  reprefentation  of  it,  as  to  make  the  purfuers 
memorialift  afhamed  to  ufe  them  ;  yet  they  clearly  fhew,  that  Mrs. 
Hewit  concealed  nothing,  but  made  her  French  adventures  the 
common  topic  of  her  converfation.  The  defender’s  agents  in  this 
procefs,  it  is  acknowledged,'  have  concealed  nothing.  Popular 
opinion  generally  fays,  that  they  have  gone  into  a  more  minute  ex¬ 
amination  of  the  condu(5t  of  fir  John  Stewart,  than  was  neceifary 
for  a  bare  legitimate  proof  of  the  birth  of  Mr.  Douglas. 

2.  Concealment  and  covering  have  been  ufed  againft  Mr.  Douglas 
from  the  very  firfl.  Mr.  Archibald  Stuart,  it  is  now  owned,  exprefled 
his  opinion  warmly  againft  the  birth ;  yet  he  concealed  this  opi¬ 
nion,  w’hen  he  wrote  to  (ir  John  Stewart  in  1749,  and  when  he 
converfed  with  lady  Jane  in  1752.  Lady  Jane’s  writings  happened 
to  be  concealed.  Major  Cochran’s  original  letter  was  concealed, 
till  it  was  loft  in  the  ruins  of  Douglas-Caftle  ;  and  count  Doug¬ 
las’s  pretended  letter,  of  which  Mr.  White  of  Stockbriggs  informed 
Mr.  Archibald  Stuart,  was  concealed  from  the  duke  and  every  ono 
elfe.  Lady  Jane  and  the  children  were  concealed  from  his  grace  in 
1753  j  the  duke  himfelf  was  concealed  from  all  the  world  till 
his  marriage.  - 

The  concealment  at  Paris  is  notorious.  Pierre  Louis  de  La 
Marre  was  concealed  for  fome  time  under  the  name  of  La  Mart  j 
and  Monf  Fluratl  under  the  more  articulate  denomination  ofFlu- 
ralt.  Michel’s  livre  d’infpedleur  was  concealed  from  Mad.  Mi¬ 
chel  at  her  Tournelle  examination  ;  and  all  the  books,  on  which 
the  caufe  was  to  reft,  were  concealed  from  the  defender’s  agents 
for  more  than  two  years  and  an  half:  and  if  there  is  any  credit 
due  to  Fran9ois  de  La  Marre,  Mad,  La  Brun  is  concealed  from 
them  to  this  day. 

IV.  That  a  ftory  may  gain  credit,  there  ought  to  be  no  attempt 
by  falfe  and  indirect  means  to  fupport  it. 

This  demand  is  ft:rid:ly  juft  but  ought  no  doubt  to  be  un- 
derftood  with  fome  limitations.  The  falfe  and  indired:  means, 
which  deftroy  the  credit  of  a  caufe,  muft  be  fuch  as  affed  it  in  its 
vital  parts ;  muft  be  what  the  old  logicians  called  a  Jine  qua  noUr 
without  which  it  would  be  no  caufe  at  all.  If  the  writer,  from 
whom  this  divifion  is  borrowed,  had  taken  his  words  in  their 
ftrideft  fenfe,  he  could  not  with  conftftency  have  put  them  into 
the  mouth  of  a  judge,  who  voted  for  the  purfuers ;  for  it  is  ac¬ 
knowledged  by  all  the  world,  that  there  is  dired  and  wilful 
perjury  on  the  fide  of  the  purfuers ;  and  yet  they  are  fuffered 


to  maintain  both  the  juftice  of  their  caufcj  and  the  integrity  of 
their  agents.— It  is  an  invidious  tafk,  but  juftice  requires  that 
we  diould  bring  the  two  proofs  to  this  tell. 

I.  Thofe  who  are  againft  Mr.  Douglas  muft  and  do  uniformly 
declare,  that  they  believe  Mrs.  Hewit  and  Ilabel  Walker  are  wil¬ 
fully  perjured.  ’  They  cannot  do  otherwife,  becaufe  thefe  wit- 
neffes  fwear  diredfly  and  pointedly  of  their  own  proper  knowledge 
to  the  feveral  incidents  of  the  pregnancy  and  recovery  of  lady  Jane 
Douglas:  and  Mrs.  Hewit  fays,  fhe  received  the  children  in  her 
lap,  when  they  came  firft  into  the  world.  If  thefe  witnefles  have 
fpoken  the  truth,  it  is  in  vain  for  the  purfuers  to  plead  either  the 
milfakes  or  perjuries  of  any  other  witneffes  adduced  by  Mr. 
Douglas. 

Mrs.  Hewit  has  been  attacked  from  various  quarters  :  and  ihe 
has  hood  every  affault  with  a  refolution,  which  nothing  but  the 
ftridleffc  integrity  could  fupport.  Her  account  of  Mr.  Andrieux’s 
loan  has  been  found  true  and  exa<St.  Her  hiftory  of  the  feveral 
nurfes,  and  of  the  various  enquiries  which  were  made  to  obtain  a 
nurfe  who  would  go  to  Rheims,  is  accurate  and  confident,  dridlly 
conformable  to  her  original  letters,  and  confirmed  in  every  par¬ 
ticular  (except  an  error  of  four  days  in  one  date)  by  all  that  the 
French  witnefics  have  faid  on  that  fubjed:.  Nor  is  (lie  even  con- 
tradided  on  more  than  one,  and  that  a  negative,  afifertion,  that 
lady  Jane  never  went  out  from  Michel’s  ^  an  alTertion,  however 
carelefsly  exprefled,  which  is  found  at  lafi:  to  be  flridly  true. 
In  (hort,  her  three  depofitions  are  chargeable  with  nothing  but  a 
few  trifling  errors  in  dates,  every  one  of  which  is  abfolutely  imma¬ 
terial,  and  which  no  witnefs  could  have  avoided. 

Such  is  the  date  of  credit,  in  which  Mrs.  Hewit  remains  at  the 
clofe  of  the  proof.  If  die  is  free  from  guilt,  Ifabel  Walker  is  free 
from  fufpicion.  Ifabel  Walker  has  faid,  that  die  received  fundry 
accounts  from  Mrs.  Hewit  in  1748,  which  were  fuppofed  by  the 
purfuers  to  have  been  faldioods  recently  invented  to  ferve  a  prefent 
turn  :  thefe  accounts  are  now  known  to  be  true.  For  the  red,  the. 
cenfure  on  Ifabel  Walker  is  fo  vague  and  indeterminate,  that  it  is 
difficult  to  know,  againd  what  part  of  her  'condud  it  is  levelled. 
The  memorialid  and  the  fpeakers  in  the  books  of  Mefl'.  Almon 
and  Anderfon  are  not  agreed,  whether  they  diould  confider  her 
as  an  original  accomplice,  or  as  a  perjured  witnefs  lately  retained 
to  fupport  the  fraud.  She  is  neither.  All  her  accounts  of  what 
d-.e  faw  are  literally  true,  and  even  down  to  the  very  dates  are 
uncommonly  exacd.  They  are  confirmed  by  every  living  witnefs 
who  had  any  accefs  to  know  the  incidents  which  ffie  relates';  by 
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Mad.  Tewis  and  Mrs.  Hepburn,  by  general  Maclean,  general 
Macelligot,  and  a  variety  of  others.  It  has  been  faid,  that  (he 
has  defcribed  the  later  fymptoms  of  the  pregnancy  much  ftronger 
than  fome  of  the  French  'witnelTes  have  defcribed  them  :  let  it  be 
fo  ;  but  let  it  be  alfo  remembered,  that  die  here  relates  what  none 
of  the  French  witneffes  had  accefs  to  obferve ;  even  Mrs.  Hewit 
did  not  fee  what  die  faw.  -  There  was  but  one  other  perfon  in 
the  world,  who  had  the  fame  daily  familiarity  with  lady  Jane’s 
perfon  at  that  time  as  die  had  j  that  was  the  other  maid-fervant, 
Effy  Caw,  who  died  before  this  procefs  began.  Yet  it  is  noto¬ 
rious,  and  allowed  by  the  purfuers  themfelves,  that  Effy  Caw, 
though  difcharged  and  as  die  thought  ill  ufed  by  lady  Jane,  gave 
the  fame  account  of  thefe  particulars  to  the  hour  of  her  death,, 
which  Ifabel  Walker  has  done  in  this  procefs. 

Thefe  two  witnefles.  have  fworn  what  they  feverally  knew,  and 
nothing  more.  Did  lady  Jane  deny  her  marriage  to  lady  Ca-^ 
therine  Wemyfs  r  Mrs.  Hewit  was  totally  ignorant  of  the  tran- 
fad:ion  ;  for  die  fuppofes,  that  lady  Catherine  knew  the  marri¬ 
age.  If  fir  John  Stewart  had  any  defign  in  dating  his  letters  from- 
Rheims  when  he  was  at  Paris,  Mrs.  Hewit  was  a  dranger  to  it„ 
for  die  dated  her  letters  from  Paris.  If  they  all  had  a  fcheme  of 
going  to  Paris,  Ifabel  Walker  was  not  in  the  fecret;  for  die  was 
left  behind  againd  her  confent.  Perhaps  there  is  no  precedent 
in  any  procefs,  where  the  fame  fad:s  have  been  fupported  by  two? 
witnefles  fo  well  informed  and  fo  totally  didinA  and  independent 
from  all  influence,  as  thefe  two  perfons  j  the  difintereded  friend- 
and  faithful  fervant  of  the  greated  ornament  of  her  fex  lady  Jane 
Douglas. 

Thefe  two  witnefles  (the  writer  of  thefe  papers  dare  repeat  it  ar 
fecond  time)  are  didindt  from  all  others,  and  are  determinate 
beyond  any  logical  oppofition,  which  the  purfuers  have  placed  in 
their  way.  He  docs  not  mean  by  this  aflertion  to  fereen  fir  John 
Stewart  from  the  public  eye  :  he  is  fully  convinced,  that  fir  John! 
Stewart’s  conduct  is  the  fame,  which  he  held  on  all  other  occa- 
fions ;  eafy,  natural,  and  unafFe6bed :  not  fo  precife  as  that  of 
younger  witneflTes,  who  had  better  memories  j  not  fo  weak,  as  to^ 
afford  no  fuccour  to  his  child.  Though  fir  John  is  not  a  witnefs 
in  procefs  for  the  defender,  he  is  by  the  purfuers  bounty  a  third 
fecurity  for  th  j  birth-right  of  Mr.  Douglas. 

Sir  John  Stewart  at  all  times  and  under  all  didreffes  treated  the 
defender  with  the  trued  parental  affection.  When  he  fucceeded 
to  his  own  hereditary  edate,  he  gave  a  remarkable  indance  of 
partiality  in  favour  of  this  child;  and  jud  before  his  death  he 
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acknowledged  him  as  his  fon  with  theutmoft  folemnity  of  religion. 
He  has  by  various  little  notes  and  memorandums,  given  occafion- 
ally  to  his  friends  in  1756  and  i759>  preferved  the  names  of  per- 
fons  and  places,  which  Mrs.  Hewit  fcarce  ever  knew,  or  could 
never  have  recolledfed  ;  and  helped  the  defender  to  preferve  that 
feries  of  fa6ts,  which  fupport  the  credit  of  Mrs.  Hewit,  and 
many  other  witneffes  to  the  pregnancy  :  in  all  thefe  inftances  by 
the  uniformity  of  his  condudl,  and  by  the  perfedt  confiftency  of 
the  feveral  detached  parts  of  his  information,  he  has  given-  an* 
unanfwered  teftimony  for  the  defender.- 


When  this  procefs  began  in  December  1762,  fir  John-  was  byr 
age  and  innrmities  unable  to  recolledt  all  the  minute  circum- 
ftances,  which  the  purfuers  cxadted  from  him.  It  is  ridiculous  tO' 
fuppofe,  that  they  would  call  for  fir  John  as  their  witnefs  with 
any  other  defign  than  to  embarrafs  him.  Yet  hr  John  Hill  re¬ 
tained  in  his  mind  the  joys  of  that  day,  when  Providence  made 
him  the  father  of  two  fons  at  a  birth.  Xhe  little  incidents  re¬ 
lating  to  that  important  blefling  are  defcribed  with  the  fame  or 
greater  minutenefs  than  before :  for  the  reft,  it  muft  be  remem¬ 
bered,  that  he  was  called  from  a  fiek  bed  to  give  evidence,  when* 
no  condefeendance  of  fadts  was  given  in  by  the  purfuers,  and 
confequently  no  counfel  on  the  fide  of  Mr.  Douglas  was  prepared 
to  avail  himfelf  of  a  crofs-examination,  to  which  the  defender’ 
had  a  juft  right.  Sir  John  has  of  courfe  fallen  into*  miftakes, 
but  not  fuch  as  affedl  the  teftimony  of  Mrs.  Hewit  or  Ifabelt 
Walker.  He  has  exempted  them  from,  any  knowledge  of  Mr. 
La  Marre.  Whether  he  is  miftaken  in  his  account  of  that  gen¬ 
tleman,  is  a  point  of  no  confequence  to  Mr.  Douglas.  His  Judg¬ 
ment  on  the  letters  prefented  to  him  in  court  can  never  be  de¬ 
duced  from  any  thing  but  want  of  fight.  A  little  mftance  oP 
domeftic  craft,  calculated  to  quiet  lady  Jane  in  her  dying  mo¬ 
ments,  has  been  heightened  into  an  affront  to  a  court  of  juftice, 
contrary  to  every  prefumption  which  can  be  formed  from  the 
croof.  '^Even  were  it  to  be  fuppofed,  that  fir  John,  under  the 
circumftances  he  has  explained,  meant  to  impofe  on  the  duke  of 
Douglas,  candor  will  oblige  us  to  take  his  grace's  temper  rnto- 
the  account,  and  to  diftinguilh  between  the  defigir  of  a  father  to- 
fuDDOrt  the  legitimate  heir  to  the  eftate  rn  his  juft  rights,  and- 
thofe  numerous  attacks  upon  the  legal  ftate  of  Mr.  Douglas,. 
Ae  adminiftration  of  juftice,  and  the  public  right  of  mankind, 
•Y^bich  muft  now  be  mentioned.- 

2d  The  Tournelle  procefs,  and  the  publication  of  the  Moni- 

loire,  are  acknowledged  by  all  parties  to  have  been  indirea  means- 
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to  fupport  the  caufe  of  the  purfuers.  The  reader  mufl- judgCj  hovr 
far  the  following  inftances  are  falfe  means. 

In  November  1762  Michel’s  book  was  fecured  by  the  purfuers, 
and  fome  time  after  lodged  in  the  Tournelle  ;  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart 
then  declared,  that  the  entry  in  this  book  relating  to  fir  John 
Stewart,  dated  the  8th  of  July  1748,  was  of  fir  John’s  own  hand¬ 
writing  j  and  Mr.  Duruilfeau  depofed  in  April  1765  to  a  variety 
of  particulars  in  fupport  of  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart’s  alfertion  of  the 
authenticity  of  the  entry,  and  of  the  credit  due  to  it.  The  book 
has  fince  been  produced  :  all  that  Mr.  Duruilfeau  has  fworn  is 
known  to  be  falfe  j  and  the  entry  is  in  the  hand-writing  of  the 
maid  of  the  houfe. 

Application  was  made  to  Godefroi  before  the  procefs  began :  at 
which  time  it  is  certain  from  the  premiere  plainte  and  memorials 
that  he  remembered  not  one  fyllable  of  the  fubjed  under  enquiry. 
Minutes  of  fir  John  Stewart’s  declaration  arrived  in  France  about 
Chriftmas  1762.  Mr.  Godefroi  was  fummoned  twice  before  the 
Tournelle  in  fpring  1763:  and  Mr.  D’Anjou  has  faid,  it  was 
proved  by  this  gentleman’s  depofition,  that  fir  John  Stewart  left 
the  hotel  de  Chalons  on  the  8th  of  July  1748.  Mr.  and  Mad. 
Godefroi  were  examined  in  this  procefs  in  May  1765,  when  they 
could  not  venture  to  fay  how  long  fir  John  Stewart,  &c.  flaid  in 
their  houfe,  but  referred  to  an  article  in  their  houfhold-book, 
which  was  locked  up  in  the  Tournelle.  They  recolledled  only, 
that  the  company  of  which  they  fpeak,  paid  their  reckoning  with 
intent  to  leave  the  hotel,  and  were  detained  after  this  difcharge, 
till  the  lodgings  they  had  hired  were  cleared  of  buggs.  The 
fame  Mr.  and  Mad.  Godefroi  were  examined  again  in  July  fol¬ 
lowing,  when  they  fwore,  in  defiance  of  every  thing  that  had 
palTed,  that  fir  John  and  lady  Jane  remained  in  their  houfe 
till  the  14th:  and  Mr.  Godefroi  adds,  that  he  had  given  the 
purfuers  the  fame  account  from  the  beginning.  The  book  was 
produced^  and  they  had  no  other  article,  to  which  they  could 
refer  than  a  blank  entry  of  unknown  perfons,  who  paid  their 
reckoning  about  the  middle  of  their  refidence,  but  never  cleared 
off  the  whole,  till  they  finally  left  the  houfe. 

When  the  fiory  of  the  enlevement  of  Sanry’s  child  came  out  in 
the  fpring  1763,  the  agents  in  this  procefs  had  feveral  conferences 
with  the  father  and  mother  of  the  child,  and  with  Legris,  the  wo- 
rnan  who  affifted  Duvernes  in  one  of  thefe  interviews.  Thefe  peo¬ 
ple  told  Mr.  Andrew  Stuart,  that  the  child  was  marked  with  the 
Jmall-pox,  and  had  a  bread  rupture  at  the  time  he  was  ftolen. 

When 


When  the  fame  perfons  appear  as  witneffes  in  procefs,  they  fup- 
prefs  thefe  charad:eriftic  tokens,  and  fwear  falfely  that  the  child 
had  neither  difeafe  nor  mark. 

The  Mignons  are  a  parcel  of  thieves,  who  came  forth  at' the 
call  of  the  Monitoire  to  claim  Mr.  Douglas,  as  a  child  of  the  fa¬ 
mily,  whom  it  feems  they  had  fold.  There  is  but  one  circum- 
flance  in  their  whole  ftory,  which  deferves.  entire  credit :  the  de- 
fcription  of  their  child,  whofe  perfon  was  known  to  too  many 
people  to  admit  of  mifreprefentation.  A  lift  of  their  perjuries 
may  be  found  in  its  proper  place.  We  know  of  no  reward  they 
have  had  for  their  pains,  except  one  or  two  copies  of  a  French 
book  called  the  Recueil  des  pieces^  prefented  to  Mad.  Mignon  by 
Mr.  Andrew  Stuart’s  clerk. 

Pierre  La  Marre  the  accoucheur,  and  Mad.  Le  Brun  the  land¬ 
lady  of  lady  Jane,  were  among  the  firfl  perfons,  after  whom  en¬ 
quiry  was  made  by  both  parties.  The  purfuers  in  confequence  of 
their  fearch  reported,  that  Mad.  Le  Brun  was  an  ideal  perfon  ; 
and  that  in  the  regifter  of  St.  Cofme  there  was  no  chirurgeon,, 
whofe  name  even  approached  to  that  of  La  Marre,  except  one  La 
Mart.  In  the  fequel  it  has  appeared,  that  this  name  in  the  re¬ 
gifter  is  Louis  PierreLa  Marre  :  that  Fran9ois,  the  brother  of  this 
Mr.  La  Marre,  informed  the  purfuers,  that  his  '  brother  Pierre 
was  connefted  with  a  Mad.  Le  Brun  :  that  he  concealed  this  in¬ 
formation  from  the  defender  ;  and  that  he  attempted  to  ingratiate 
himfelf  with  the  purfuers  agents  by  this  condud:.  He  has  fince 
merited  their  further  favour,  by  denying  upon  oath  all  knowledge 
of  his  brother’s  acquaintance  with  a  woman  of  that  name. 


Mr.  Gilles  and  Mad.  Le  Brun  of  St.  Germain’s,  two  witnefles 
cited  by  the  defender,  have  been  pleafed  alfo  to  forget  all  that 
knowledge  of  a  Mad.  Le  Brun,  which  they  had  freely  conmiu- 
nicated  to  ftveral  difmterefted  perfons  not  very  long  before  they 
were  fummoned  to  depofe  in  this  procefs. 

To  thefe  inftances  might  be  added  a  lift  of  witnefles,  whom 
the  purfuers  had  prepared  to  depofe,  that  the  child,  which  was 
brought  to  Michel’s  as  lady  Jane’s,  muft  have  been  born  two,, 
three,  or  four  months  before  the  loth  of  July  1748;.  and  have 
fince  conformed  themfelves  much  nearer  to  the  wifties  of  both  par¬ 
ties  :  but  as  thefe  people  feem  never  to  have  made  any  diftind;  re¬ 
marks  on  the  child’s  age,  it  is  but  juft  to  confider  them  rather  as 
incompetent  and  prejudiced  witneffes,  than  to  give  them  ahariher 
name.  Enough  has  been  faid  to  ftiew,  that  the  effential  part  of 
the  purfuers  pofitive  proof,  the  only  part  which  is  _  incon  iftent 
with  the  tefti^iony  of  fir  John  Stewart,  Mrs,  Flewit 


Condujion. 

Walker,  Mrs.  Hepburn  and  Mad.  Tewis,  rcfts  for  its  fupport  on  the 
credit  of  twelve  witneiTes  openly  convidted  of  the  groffeft  perjury. 

V.  The  method  here  adopted  requires  us  now  to  examine,  whe¬ 
ther  the  two  ftories  have  been  uniformly  told^  and  uniformly 
maintained. 


Much  need  not  be  faid  on  this  point,  after  what  has  appeared 
under  the  foregoing  heads  of  this  enquiry. 

1.  On  the  defenders  fide  nothing  is  charged  with  a  want  of 
uniformity,  but  fir  John  Stewart’s  conference  with  Mrs.  Napier, 
and  the  note  which  he  gave  to  that  lady.  This  is  called  the  origo 
mali  j  but  as  it  has  fully  appeared  in  the  courfe  of  thefe  papers, 
that  the  little  information  conveyed  in  that  note  is  perfectly  con¬ 
fident  with  all  the  earlier  and  all  the  later  accounts  of  the  refidence 
at  Paris,  we  may  Ted  fatisfied,  that  the  defender’s  proof  is  confid- 
,ent;  and  that  the  condued  of  the  adors  in  this  hidory,  and  of  the 
agents  who  have  dood  up  in  its  defence,  has  been  perfedly  uniform. 

2.  On  the  part  of  the  purfuers  this  want  of  uniformity  is  fo 
.extremely  notorious,  that  their  prefent  pretenfions  mayjudly  be 
faid  to  form  a  new  fuit  entirely  didind  from  that,  on  which  they  • 
fet  oiit;  for  excepting  fome  indifferent  affertions*,  which  were  taken 
from  the  depofitions  on  the  fervice,  there  hardly  remain  five  ar¬ 
ticles  in  the  whole  Condefcendance  of  Fads,  which  either  are 
true,  or  which  they  wifh  diould  be  thought  true.  It  is  needlefs 

to  enumerate  the  feveral  indances,:  the  reader  may  find  a  fufficient 
quantity  by  only  returning  to  the  fecond,  third,  and  fourth  parts 
of  this  divifion. 


Having  thus  invedigated  the  various  fubjeds  of  this  quarrel  in 
(Cvery  light,  in  which  either  the  recollcdion  of  the  witneffes,  the 
ingenuity  of  the  advocates,  or  the  opinion  of  thofe  who  have  adum- 
ed  the.  name  of  judges,  have  placed  them  5  the  writer  of  thefe  pa¬ 
pers  forbears  to  draw  any  general  conclufion.  It  is  enough  for 
him  to  have  diewn,  that  the  purfuers  prefent  argument  is  unwor¬ 
thy  the  protedion  of  a  man  of  fcience  ;  that  their  prefent  proof 
is  unworthy  the  credit  of  a  man  of  experience  j  and  that  the 
fpeeches  in  favour  of  the  purfuers,  imputed  by  Meff.  Almon  and 
Anderfon  to  the  Lords  of  Seflion,  are  fo  full  of  the  mod  unac¬ 
countable  midakes  in  point  of  fad,  and  abfurdities  in  point  of  ar-,  * 
^ument,  that  they  are  unworthy  the  attention  of  any  perfon  in  the 
world. 


FINIS. 
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